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PMT H. ~SPONSES TO COWNTS

Every comment included in Volume ~ has a corresponding response presented in this section. Consistent

with the prmentation of comments in Part G, the responses are grouped by me (e.g., General Public,

Organizations md Citizen Groups, Elected Officials, Public Agencies, and Applicant) and are listed in

chronological order by their set number and comment number. Refer to Part G for the text of a given

comment and Part H for its response.

H.1 WPONSES TO COMMENTS ~OM = GEWRAL P~LIC

SET # GP.1 PAUL ~RMAN

GP.1-1 Please see revised definition of wheeling in Section A.6 of the FM ERS.

GP.1-2 Section A.6.5 discusses that without the Proposed Project, failure of an existing SPPCO

120 kV transmission line is projectd based on anticipated growth, thus restiting in line damage or m

interruption of service to the Reno~ake Tahoe area. Section A.6.2 of the EWS discusses SPPCO’S

current wheeling limitations bemuse of existing import capability restrictions and future service reliability

concerns based on projected growth. Section A.6.4 discusses the wheeling benefits restiting from the

Alturas Transmission Line. By increasing the import wpacity of SPPCO’Ssystem, the Proposed Project

will increase wheeling opportunities. See revisions to Section A.6.2 of the Fti EWS elaborating on

the wheeling limitations and benefits restiting from the Proposed Project.

GP.1-3 The 200-foot-wide right-of-way @O~ for the Los Angeles Department of Water and

Power (LADWP) 1000 kV transmission line was granted by the Bureau of Land Management in 1967.

Since the LADWP ROW was granted prior to the adoption of the National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA) (adopted in 1969), no environmental review was conducted prior to the granting of the ROW.

k addition, prior to the mid-1970’s, no consideration was given by the federd government to the concept

of utility corridors. Utility route selection revolvd around the theory that the most viable and economic

routing choice was a straight line between the source and the delivery point ~estem Utility Group,

1992).

Federal utility corridor planning began in 1975 with the publication of the “me Need for a Natioml

System of Transpotim.on and Utility com”dors” by the U.S. Department of tie titerior. This report

established that federd agencies were expected to become more active participants in utility route

selection and noted that planning for specific, rigidy defied corridors is infeasible without project-

specific information.

In 1977, the Western Utility Group ~G) was formed, an ad hoc orgtition of representatives from

primarily investor-owned electric, gas, water, and communication utilities. By 1979, restrictions on land

uses were being enforced throughout the United Stites and preparation of the first federd land use plans

had begun. However, many of the first land use plw did not address the issue of utility corridors. The

WUG recognized that these newly created federd land use dwi~tions, combined with the lack of utility
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corridor designations in the federd land planning proc~s, cotid constrain the utility industry’s ability

to maintain energy and communication systems. The WUG approached the BLM and U.S. Forest Service

(USFS) with these concerns, and in turn, the WUG, BLM, and USFS worked cooperatively on the

preparation of the 1980, 1986, and 1992 Western Regiod Corridor Studies. These studies present the

existing and proposed utility corridors as identiled by tie WG. The BLM and USFS utilize the

corridor swdies as reference documents in the development of Land Management Plans and Forest Plans,

rfipectively, and when considering land use decisions.

The portion of the L~WP 1000 kV transmission line ROW that wodd be paralleled by the Nevada

Alternative travels primarily through BLM lands. The BLM has “d~ignated” the L~WP ROW as a

corridor. Section 2800.0-51 of Title 43, Code of Federd Re@atiom, defines a designated corridor as

follows:

Designated right-of-way com.dormeans a parcel of land either linear or areal in character that

has been identified by law, by Secretarial Order, through the land useplanning process or by

other management decision as being a pr~erred location for m.sting atifiture right-of-way

grants and suitable to accommodate more than 1 type of nght-o~way or I or more rights-of-

way which are similar, identical or compatible;

Section 2801. 1.12A of the BLM Manual cites the following:

Designation ofRi~ht-ofiWw Com.dors Without FurtherReview. An a.sting transportation and

utility com.dor maybe designated as a designated right-of-way com.dor without fitiher review

as provided by Section 503 of EPM. ~sting transpotiation and utility. com.dors shall be

assumed to be suitable as designated right-of-way com.dors unless there is factual information

to the contra~.

1. ~s. Esting transportation and utilip com.dors may be designated without firther

review only for m.sting.and any potential additional compatible uses. For mmple, an m>ting

corridor currently used for highway, railroad, and ele~.c transmission puposes may be

designated for these uses as well as for oil and gas pipelines, canals, or communication

purposes.

2. Notification. ~high interest is anticipated, the public and holders shall be notified

when desig~”ng a.sting transpotiation and utili~ com.dors whhout fitiher review.

3. Documentation. An m.sting transportation and utili~ com.dor designated without

@rther review requires a short written statement signed by the authorized oflcer.

Section 503 of the Federd Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) stipulates the following:

. . . . In designating right-o~w~ com.dors and in determining whether to require that rights-of-

way be confined to them, the Secretaq concerned shall tde into consideration national and
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State land use policies, environmental quality, econondc @cienq, national securi~, s~ety,

and good engineering and technological practices. me Secretary concerned shall issue

regulations containing the criten.a and procedures he will use in designating such com.dors.

Any m.sting transpofiation and utili~ com.dors may be designated as trampotiation ad utili~

corn”dorspursuant to this subsection w.thout firther review.

Section B.3.4.6.2 has been revised in the Fti EWS (Section C.14 in the Draft ERS) to elaborate on

the various factors tien into comideration on the LAD~ corridor alternatives, including the Nevada

Alternative. See, also, response to commentGP.14-11.

The Silver Lake and Stead Substations are 60 kV to 24.9 kV distribution substations, respectively, which

are currently connected to the Valley Road Substation via two 60 kV transmission lines. These

transmission lines would be inadequate as a connection for the southern terminus of the Nturas htertie.

To use either of these substations wodd require a 345 kV transmission interconnection between the

selected substation and the North Valley Road Substation. Land and communication facilities at the Silver

Lake and Stead Substations are insufficient to support the 345 kV facilities required for such a

termination. The Stead Substation site is a 1.6-acre trian@ar plot of land that is boxed in by roads on

two sides and by a building on the third side. The Silver Lake prope~ is a 1.15-acre rectangle that is

adjacent to a railroad and two commercial buildings. The Proposed Project termination requires

approxtiately seven (n acres of land, as reflected by tie s~g of the Border Town Substation and Nofi

Valley Road Substation expansion (acreage estimate does not include access roads or landscaping).

Additiond restrictions rmulting from existing commercial and residential developments, and recreational

USN @eno National Championship Air Ram course) wotid make the necessary routes into and out of

the area improbable.

The discussion of underground transmission lines has been expanded to include a description of

technologies available and possible enviromnenti impacts resdting from operation of underground

systems (see Section B.3.4.5 in the Find ERS).

GP.1-3B Section B.3.4.4, System Enhancement Mternatives - Demand Side Measure Mternative,

discusses the SPPCO programs in place to reduce customer energy consumption and to what extent these

programs satis~ the objectives of the Proposed Project. As presented in Section B.3.4.4, the

conservation programs (offering a savings of approximately 11 W during peak winter and summer

demand) were considered by SPPCO as being in place in their projections of future demand. Table A-3

presents SPPCO’S actual and foremted demand by year, and winter and summer pe~. The 11 ~

savings offered by the conservation programs represents an approximate 1% reduction in winter and

summer peak demands (1099 ~ and 1130 W, respectively, in 1994) and is therefore insufficient in

satisfying the project objectives.

H-3
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Additioti consideration h~ dso been given to the comparison between alternatives witin Long Vrdley,

particularly Proposed Segment T versus Alternative Segments S and U, and the results are presented in

the revised Part D of the Fti ENS.

GP.1-5 Comment noted. The No Action No Project) Nternative is considered in the ENS,

particularly in Section B.4.3, throughout Part C (subsections C.X.4 for each environmental issue area),

and in Part D (Comparison of Alternatives). Mso, see responses to comment GP. 1-3. As discussed in

Section F of the ENS, a Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan would be developed

for the Proposed Project to ensure that recommended mitigation measures are implemented as intended.

SET # GP.2 J- C. ~~RWCK

GP.2-1 Comment noted. The ENS for the Amras Transmission Line Project discusses the

impacts of constructing and operating the Proposal Project across 12 issue areas, including, but not

limited to, biology (Section C.3), visud/aesthetim (Section C. 13), electric and magnetic fields (EMF)

(Section C.1O - Public Health & Safety), and property values (Section C. 11 - Socioeconornics).

Mitigation measures are rdso proposed to reduce or eliminate the impacts of the project on dl issue areas.

The hpact Summary Tables in the Executive Summary s~ es the Class I impacts of the project

(impacts that are significant even with mitigation). Al Class I impacts identified, including land use and

visual impacts, would restit from the presence of the project after it is constructed. These impacts will

be considered when the Lead Agencies make their W decision on the Proposed Project.

The ERS dso discusses several dtematives to tie Proposed Project that would route the transmission

line ptilly through Nevada (see Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Fired EMS). One of these alternatives, the

Nevada Alternative, wotid probably originate on the east side of Nturas near the BPA Warner

Substation. The dtemative wotid proceed eastward across the Warner Mountains, through the Cedarville

area, and acrois Surprise Valley to the California-Nevada border. Section B.3 .4.6.2 discusses that witiln

Modoc County this alternative would likely traverse many more private properties, placing more

residences in close proximity to the lines as compared to the Proposed Project. In addition, within

Modoc County, additioti biologid impacts are expected since the alternative would probably need to

traverse the higtiy sensitive wildife corridor between the north fork of the Pit River and Dorris

Raervoir.

Other dtematives are rdso presented in the EWS that wotid originate in eastern Nevada or Oregon.

Since these rdternatives (or some combination thereof- see Table B-12 of the Finrd EMS ) would need

to traverse northern Sparks and Reno for titimate connection to SPPCO’SNorth Valley Road Substation,

residential areas with densities of 3 to 21 dwelling units would need to be traversed (if existing utility

corridors are followed). Therefore, it was concluded that these dtemativm did not offer environmentrd

advantage to that of the Proposed Project because of potential significant property owner constraints,

EMF concerns and potential land use, visual, and air quality impacts.

GP.2-2 Comment noted. Land owners will be compemated

the project right-of-way. Mitigation Measure S-1 in the Find

for land or easements acquired for

ERS describes a procedure for
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minimizing potential property value impacts for parcels deemed to be subject to a significant, unavoidable

Class I land use or visual impact. Plae see r~ponse to comment GP.2-1.

SET # GP.3 LAWRNE AND ROBERT MCDONNELL

GP.3-1 For many of the reasons discussed in this comment, Proposed Segment Q is considered

to be environmentily superior to Alternative Segment P, and is the BLM-preferred alternative (see

Section D.2.1, which has been revised for the Finrd ENS).

GP.41 Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411 for a complete discussion of

utiltilng the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 1000 kV DC line right-of-way in Nevada as

a joint utility corridor for the Proposed Project.

Section C. 10 discusses the el=tric and magnetic field @MF) impacts of the Proposed Project. As

illustrated on Figure C. 104, the electric field value at the edge of the project right-of-way (80 feet from

transmission line) wotid be 1.8 kV/m for a 345 kV H-frame cotiguration. The magnetic field values

for nom and peak loading scenarios wotid be 10 mG and 17 mG, respectively, at the dge of the right-

of-way (80 feet from transmission line) for a 345 kV H-frame configuration (see Figure C. 10-8). h the

Long Valley area, 345 kV H-frame configurations wotid be constructed. Table C.8-1 presents the

residential land uses within 2000 feet of the Proposed Project centerline. As presented in Table C.8-1,

in the Long Vdley~oney Lake Valley area, the closmt residence to the project centerline wodd be 500

feet away. When referring back to Figures C. lM and C. 10-8, tie electric and magnetic field values at

500 f=t from the project centerline would be less than 0.1 kV/m and less than 2.0 mG (normal and peak

loading), respectively. At a distance of 500 feet, the electric and magnetic field values are comparable

to those of co-mon household appliances (see Tables C. 101 and C. 10-2).

Section C.3.2.2.3 presents the impacts of the Proposed Woject on wildife migratory patterns, Section

C. 11.2.2.3 and response to comment GP.2-2 discuss property value impacts, and Section C. 13.2.2.4

discusses visual impacts imposed by the project in the Long Valley area (Section C.13.3.7 presents the

visual impacts of bng Valley alternative segments). Mhigation measurw are dso presented in each of

time sections to reduce or eliminate the impacts identified. The hpact Summary Tables in the Executive

summary sumrnariz= the Class I impacts of the project (impacts that are significant even with

mitigation). NI Class I impacts identified, including land use and visual impacts would result from the

presence of the projmt after it is constructed. These impacts will be considered when the Lead Agencies

make their fiti decision on the Proposed Project.

GP.5-1 Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411 for a complete discussion of

utilizing the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 1000 kV DC line right-of-way in Nevada as

a joint utility corridor for the Proposed Project.
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Section C.9.2.3 discusses the noise impacts of the Proposed Project, Section C.1O.2.3. 1 presents electric

and magnetic field impacts, and Section C. 13.2.2.4 discusses visual impacts imposed by the project in

the Alturas area (Section C. 13.3.1 presents the visual impacts of the Nturas dtemative segment).

Mitigation measurw are dso presented in each of these sections to reduce or eliminate the impacts

identified. The hpact Summary Tables in the Executive Summarys ummarizes the Class I impacts of

the project (ipacts that are significant even with mitigation). Al Class I impacts identified, including

land use and visual impacts wotid resdt from the presence of the project after it is constructed. These

impacts will be considered when the kd Agencies tie their fiti decision on the Proposed Project.

GP.&l Comment noted. The EWS identifies the impacts of constructing and operating the

Proposed Project. With the implementation of mitigation measur= identified in the EMS, many of the

construction impacts of the project could be reduced to an insignificant level (CIXS U). A Mitigation

Monitoring, Compliance and Reporting Plan (see Part ~ shall be developed prior to project construction

to ensure that mitigation measurm are implemented as intended.

Mso, the hpact Summary Tables in the Executive Summary summarizes the Class I impacts of the

project (impacts fiat are significant even with mitigation). N1 Class I impacts identified, including land

use and visual impacts would result from the presence of the project after it is constructed. These

impacts will be considered when the kd Agencies tie their ~ decision on the Proposed Project.

h accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and the Natioti Enviromnentd Policy Act,

the ERS for the proposed Mmras Transmission Lme is being prepared to disclose to the public and

decision tiers the enviromnenti impacts of constructing and operating the Proposed Project. The

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and Bureau of Land Management @LM) will consider

the impacts id~ntified in the EWS when-g their decision on project approval or denid. The CPUC

and BLM are expectd to tie their decisions on the Proposed Project during December 1995. See

Sectiom A.3 and A.4 for a complete description of how the CPUC and BLM utilize the EWS in their

decision ting processes.

SET # GP.7 TERRY A. TRWULL

GP.7-1 Comment notd. The Draft EWS Mailing List has been updated to reflect your correct

name and address.

Section C. 11.2.2.3 of the Draft EWS and response to comment GP.2-2 discuss the impacts of the

Proposed Project on property values.

SET # GP.8 EARLW W MARY BROW

GP.8-1 A93-1 1-018 is the CPUC application number for Mturas Transmission Line Project,

CACA-31406 is the BLM Case Number for the same project.
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GP.8-2 See response to comment GP. 2-1 for a discussion of project construction and operation

impacts. Recreationrd and agricultural impacts are discussed in Section C.8.2.2. 1 of tie ERS.

As presented in Table C.8-1, dl residences within the vicinity of the Proposed Project wotid be at least

300 feet away from the transmission line (the exceptions are a siugle-ftily residence on Segment L and

an apartment complex on Segment X). As presentd on Figures C. 10-3 through C. 10-10 in the EMS,

the electric and magnetic field values at 300 feet from the project centerline wotid be less than 0.1 kV/m

and less than 2.0 mG (noti and peak loading), r=pectively, for dl structure configurations (230 kV

vs 345 kV, single-pole vs. H-frame). At a distance of 300 feet, the electric and magnetic field values

are comparable to common household appliances (see Tables C. 10-1 and C. 10-2).

GP.8-3 It is common practice in the United States and other industridtied nations to site various

utilities within the same corridor, includimg transmission lh= md g=, water, sewer, oil, ~d product

pipelines.

GP.84 Section C. 11.2.2.3 of the EWS discusses the impacts of the Proposed Project on property

values, and response to comment GP.2-2 addresses property compensation.

GP.8-5 The comment regarding opposition to the location of the Proposed Project is noted. Please

see Section C. 10 @blic Safety and Health) of the EWS regarding the impacts of electric and magnetic

fields (EMFs) on public herdth, and the risk of shocks, fuel ignition, fire, and exposure to h=dous

materials during project construction and operation. The overall conclusion of this analysis is that the

risk to public health and safe~ associated with constructing and operating the Proposed Project would

either be non-significant or cotid be reduced to a level of non-significance if specific mitigation measures

are implemented.

GP.84 -See response to comment GP. 2-1 for a discussion of project construction and operation

impacts. Section C. 11.2.2.3 of the EWS and response to comment GP.2-2 discuss the impacts of the

Proposed Project on property values.

SET # GP.9 ~. ANDERSON

GP.9-1 Key Observation Points were established based on consultations with the CPUC, U.S.

Forest Service and U.S. Bureau of Laud Management, Modoc County Planning Department, and

comments received from public scoping meetings prior to initiation of the visual analysis. Views toward

Mt. Shasta were not specified for analysis. Not knowing the location from which the commenter’s

photographs were taken or the fod length of the lens used, makes it inappropriate to comment on the

simulations provided by the commenter. Wle both the Proposed Route and the dtemative route may

impair distant views to Mt. Shasta, it should be noted that, from Mturas, most route segments would

appear as distant middleground to background features in the existing landscape. Regar~ess of the

potential visual impact on

rating would not change.

views toward Mt. Shasta, the Class I (Significant, Unavoidable) visurd impact
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SET # GP.1O PAWCM CANTRALL

GP.1O-1 Please see response to comment GP. 2-1 for a discussion of project construction and

operation impacts and alternatives considered in Nevada. Section B.3.4.5, Alternative Transmission

Technologiw - Underground Construction, discusses the technological, environmental, and cost

restrictions associated with undergrounding major transmission lines. This section has been revised to

include a discussion on the underground technologies available, the potential environmentrd impacts of

underground transmission line operation, and a clarification of underground costs. Consistent with the

restricted use of underground transmission lines, the ordy underground transmission line in SPPCO’S

system is a 0.29-mile-long (1,500- foot) section located in =t Reno near the approach zone of the

east/west runway of the Reno/Tahoe Internatioti Airport. Neither the California Public Utilities

Conunission nor the Public Service Commission of Nevada @SC~ have requirements regarding the

burial of transmission facilities. h addition, to pass on the higher costs of undergrounding to the

consumers (estimated to be about 12 times as expensive to construct and 200 times more expensive to

maintain), the CPUC and PSCN would have to approve such an action. For the reasons described in

Section B.3.4.5, tils alternative was elimimted from fnrther consideration.

See revised Section B.3.4.5 and response to conunent GP. 109-7 regarding the greater earthquake impacts

on buried lines.

SET # GP.11 JOHN P. CL=

GP.11-1 Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411 for a complete discussion

utilizing the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 1000 kV DC line right-of-way in Nevada

of

as

a joint utility corridor for the Proposed Project. See response to comment GP.2-2 regarding property

compensation.
.

SET # GP.12 LOWS H. PRUS~OVS~

GP.12-1 Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 14-11 for a complete discussion of

utilizing the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 1000 kV DC line right-of-way in Nevada as

a joint utili~ corridor for the Proposed Project.

GP.12-2 For a variety of reasons, including some of those discussed in this comment, Proposed ,

Segment A is considered to be environmentally superior to Ntemative Segment B, and is the BLM-

preferred alternative (see revised Section D.2. 1 in the Find ERS).

SET # GP.13 ~ ROBERTS

GP.13-1 Comment noted.

GP.13-2 Comment noted.
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SET # GP.14 LOW B-

GP.141 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation, interconnection of a future transmission line or generation project to the

proposal Alturas Transmission Line Project, and future utility corridor ratifications.

GP.142 CEQA and NEPA require that the environmental impact of a proposed project and

reasonable range of alternatives be assessed. The present or historic ownership of the site is not a factor

that is tien into consideration, as evidenced by the fact that CEQA case law allows the assessment of

dtemative sites not owned by the Applicant. Section E.3.3 has been revised to include a discussion of

TANC’S plans to interconnect to the Proposed Project.

GP.143 The comment on growth in the North Valleys is noted. Section E.3.3 of the Find ENS

has been revised to address the rate of growth in the North Valleys area, with rwpect to expansion of the

Border Town facilities to accommodate such growth.

GP.1~ The comment on growth in Spanish Springs is noted. According to the Washoe County

Department of Comprehensive Pltig, the popdation in Spanish Springs is expected to grow by 343

percent, from about 6,900 in 1994 to about 23,680 in 2015. The City of Sparks plans to annex and is

developing a Master Plan for this projected growth area.

GP.145 Section A.6.5 of the EMS includes a discussion of the projected failure of an existing 120

kV line running from the Tracy Substation to Spanish Springs Substation, based on growth projections

in the Reno/Lake Tahoe area. ~The alternative presented in this section that wotid provide needed

reliability enhancement is a 120 kV or 345 kV line from East Tracy Substation to Silver Lake Substation.

As discussed-in Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Finrd EWS, these alternatives wotid ned to traverse the

residential areas of northern Sparks and Reno to access the North Valley Road Substation, and as such,

were eliminated from tier consideration because they did not reduce or eliminate the enviromentd

impacts for the Proposed Project. Aso, the Emt Tracy Subs@tion to Silver Lake Substation dtemative

would not satis@ other objectives of the Proposed Project. Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Find EWS (Section

C. 14.4 in the Draft EMS) has been revised to tier explain the potential land use impacts associated

with these alternatives.

GP.146 The comment on growth in Lake Tahoe is noted. According to the Washoe County

Department of Comprehensive Planning, the popdation in the Washoe County portion of Lake Tahoe is

expected to grow by 29 percent, from about 8,000 in 1994 to about 10,300 in 2015. Growth in this area

is constrained by the swcity of buildable parcels and Tahoe Regioti Planning Agency restrictions on

allowed uses of private property. The Lake Tahoe region is but a sdl portion of the

Reno/Sparks/Tahoe service area driving the need for the Proposed Project (see Figure A.6-3 of the Find

EIWS).

,,
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GP.147 Additional transmission to the Lake Tahoe area does not need to be constmcted in order

to improve service reliability for the area. As discussed in Section A.6.5, the “weak” link in SPPCO’S

system is the 120 kV line running from the Tracy Substation to Spanish Springs Substation.

GP.148 As discussed in Section A.6.5, damage to an existing 120 kV line or an interruption of

service to the Reno~ake Tahoe area is possible. Sections A.6.2.4 and A.6.5 have been revised to

address the short comings of SPPCO’Sreliance on the Tracy Substation for me-thirds of their power

supply. SPPCO’Sdependence on the resources on the east side of its system was evidenced on Febmary

16, 1990, when a storm caused the two parallel East Tracy - Vahny 345 kV lines to trip open, resulting

in a blackout of the western part of SPPCO’Ssystem.

GP.149 Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP.1411 for a complete discussion of

utilizing the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 1000 kV DC line right-of-way in Nevada as

a joint utility corridor for the Proposed Project. Tables A-8 and B-13 both acknowledge that the Nevada

Alternative wotid improve service and reliability to the Reno/Lake Tahoe area..

Section C.8.2.3.2 has been expanded to include a policy consistency tiysis of the Proposed Project with

the Garamendi Act (California Senate Bill 2431).

GP.141O Table A-8 presents projected construction costs for the Proposed Project and LADWP

corridor alternatives as $120 million versus $220 million (Summer Lake-Valley Road Mternative),

respectively. Both the Proposed Project and Nevada Atemative would provide direct access to the

Pacific Northwest power market. Wheeling costs incurred by BPA to provide power to its embedded

utilities withii SPPCO’S system would likely be higher for the Nevada Mternative than the Proposed

Project given that the alternative is 65 miles longer and construction costs are higher (SPPCOwould own

the line regardless). The additiond costs associated with the LADWP corridor dtematives can be

contribute td the increased length and the need to traverse an urbanized environment. A detailed cost

tiysis is beyond the scope of this EMS and is a factor that should have been addressed in the CPUC’S

CPCN process (see Section A.3).

GP.1411 Wormation regarding the Nevada Mternative was based on input from various federd,

state, and lod agencies including: Bureau of Land Management @LM) (Eagle Lake Resource Area,

Mturas Resource Area, Surprise Valley R=ource Area, Carson Ci~ District, Winnemucca District), U.S.

Forest Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Crdifornia Department of Fish ad Game, Nevada

Division of Wildlife, Nevada Alr Natioti Guard, Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, City of Sparks, Truckee

Meadows Regiomd Planning Agency, Lassen County, and Modoc County.

The August (1994) meetings were conducted to infotily gather environmental data that could aid in

the consideration of a Nevada Ntemative, with respect to potential environmental advantages and

disadvantages, for possible detailed dysis in the ERS. The meetings provided some information that

was used, with other information developed through approximately late October, to support the level of

analysis that was subsequently used for and documented in the ENS, primarily in Section B.3.4.6.2 of

the Find EMS (Section C.14.2.1 in the Draft E~S).
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The Nevada Mtemative was not eliminated solely on the potential impacts restiting from the two east-

west legs (Alturas to LADWP ROW, and LADWP ROW to Reno). Wile the impacts of the east-west

legs are substantial, as discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2, the north-south leg of the Nevada Atemative

would impose potential biological impacts. The BLM minnemucca District), U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service, and Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe dl expressed concerns regarding the biologid resources along

Wls portion of the alternative. h addition, the BLM ~innemucca District) and Pyramid Lake Paiute

Tribe noted that the Winnemucca Lake and Sm Emidio Desert areas, two areas the north-south leg would

traverse, are higtiy sensitive for cultural resources. These impacts contributed to the conclusion that the

Nevada Nternative did not provide environment advantage over the Proposed Project.

Additioml consideration of the Nevada Mternative has been given and the r=ults are presented in a

revised Section B.3.4.6.2 “inthe Fiti E~S.

GP.1412 See response to comment GP.141. Section A.6.9.3 has been modified to addras the

effects of both the Proposal Project and the WWP merger on SPPCO’Ssystem.

GP.1413 The Proposed Project is a 345 kV line. Undergroundmg a 120 kV transmission line would

be less expensive than undergrounding a 345 kV line since the cooling requirements would be less

extensive. See response to comment GP. 10-1.

GP.1414 The need for the Proposed Project to terminate at North Valley Road Substation is

addressed in Section A.6.5. As discussed in Section A.6.5, SPPCO projects the failure of an existing 120

kV line by the summer of 1997 r=ulting in either line damage or an interruption of service if projected

growths are r~ized. As noted in Section A.6.5, the acti failure of the subject 120 kV line

(necessitating the timing of the Proposal Project) is conttigent upon the timing of actual growth. There

are no hewn substations in California that have a “spare phase shifter” in place that could accommodate

the power trfifer rating of the Proposal Project (300 w.

With rmpect to the referenced Forest Service alternative, this rdignment was eliminated from further

consideration, as discussed in Draft E~S Section B.3.4. 1. ~s alignment has, however, been given

additiond consideration and the restits are presented in a revisal Section B.3 .4.1

As presented in Section C.8, Table C.8-1, with the exception of a single r=idence along Segment L and

the apartment complex rdong Segment X, the Proposed Project is a minimum of 300 feet from r~idences.

The ENS dso addressed many alternatives that would not involve the use of the Border Town Substation

site, includlng: Transmission Alternatives discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2, East Petersen H Mternative,

the alternative Border Town sites discussed in Section B.3.4.2, and the Tuscarora Alignment Nternative.

GP.1415 As discussed in Sections A.6.8.2 and B.3.4.4, the Ption Pine Power Plant would offer

little system benefit with respect to the Proposed Project objectives, since the power plant would be

located at the Tracy Substation, on the east side of SPPCO’S system. Further, given the commencement

of construction of the Ption Pme Power Plant, it will be in place, regardess if the Proposed Project is

approved or not. Sections A.6.2.4, and A.6.5 has been revised in the Find ERS to elaborate on the

Fd EMS, Novaber 1W5 H-n
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need to terminate the Proposed Project at the North Valley Road Substation because of the existing

restrictions on the east side of the system

GP.1416 As is documented in Fti EMS Section B.3.4.6.2 (Section C.14.2.1 of the Draft EMS),

it is believed that impacts in the referenced Nturas-to-LADWP corridor segment would, in fact, be

substantially greater than those of the northern portion of the proposed route @particularlywith respect

to land uses, visti resources, and biologid and * resourceshazards in the eastern Alturas, Warner

Mountains, and Surprise Valley areas). It shotid be notd that the referenced National Forest utili~

corridor is not appropriate for a large transmission line like the Proposed Project (Diane Henderson,

Forest Supervisor, Modoc Natioti Forest). Further, the LADWP corridor portion of the Nevada Route

Ntemative is not well characterized with respect to environment resources (e.g., the powerline was

approved and built before NEPA became law, and no comprehensive enviromnentd impact assessment

study was conducted - see response to comment GP. 1-3). Be that as it may, it is not appropriate to infer

that the environrnenti resources of concern and potential impacts of constructing a 345 kV line parallel

to the LADWP line are not significant (see response to comment GP. 14-11). However, additional

consideration of the Nevada Route Ntetitive, as well as of the Forest Service-proposed dtemative east

of Petersen Mountain, has been given and the resdts are presented in revised Sections C. 14.2.1 and

B.3.4. 1, respectively, in the Fti EMS.

GP.1417 The feasibility of terminating the Proposed Project on the east of SPPCO’SRenolSparks

service area has been addressed in Section A.6.5 and has been added as an dtemative to Section B.3 .4.2

of tie Fti EWS. fie environment consequenc~ of distributing the electric power from a project

alternative terminated at the Tracy Substation to the north-western Reno area via multiple 120 kV lines

is discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2.

Section B.3.4.6.2 rdso discusses the impacts associated with constructing a 120 kV line from SPPCO’S

East Tracy Stibstation to Sfiver Lake Substation. Regardless of the voltage of the transmission line,

construction impacts within an urban environment would be similar ~and use, air quality, transportation,

noise). Wile a 120 kV line cotid necessitate a narrower separation distance if SPPCO’S existing

transmission line corridor is utilized (containing 345 kV and 120 kV lines), given the existing buildout

of the area, land use/property owner constraints are still expected. However, this factor doesn’t take into

account the need to construct several 120 kV of 230 kV lines in lieu of one 345 kV line (see Section

B.3.4.6.2).

GP.1418 As discussed in Section .A.6.3.3 of the Find EWS, the Proposed Project phase shifter has

been sized appropriately to allow approximately 300 MW of power to flow over the line.

GP.1419 SPPCO purchased the Border Town Substation site in 1990 in anticipation of needing a

substation in the Border Town area of their system as identified in SPPCO’S 1989 Electric Resource Plan

(ERP). Projects identified in the 1989 ER necessitating a substation in the Border Town area included

the Nturas Project and SMUD. SPPCO purchased the site through a Wlrd party to minimize the

acquisition price of the site. See response to comment GP. 142.
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GP.1A20 See responses to comments . GP. 1-3 and GP.1411. Section E.3.3 has been revised to

include a discussion of the growth-inducement potential of the Proposed Project as it relates to the

Gararnendl Act.

GP.1421 Referring to the cost =timate of $220,000,000 in Table A-8 for the LADWP corridor

dtemative, approximately 0.8% or $1,760,000 relates to the “cost of crossing Sparks”. If the urbanized

areas west of Sparks, proceeding to the North Valley Road substation are included, the cost is

approximately 1.5%, or $3,300,000.

GP.1422 The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power raisd as a concern the simultaneous

loss of two major transmission lines due to a single event, such as a plane dragging a broken conductor

from one facility to another. This concern is consistent with the Wmtem System Coordinating Council

reliability and operating criteria. No tiysis was done to estimate the probability of such single events

@lane, earthquake, storm, vanddism) happening.

GP.l&23 See responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411 for a complete discussion of utiliziig

the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 1000 kV DC line right-of-way in Nevada as a joint

utility corridor for the Proposal Project. The land around the north-south leg of the LAWPD corridor

(i.e., Nevada Nternative) is BLM land. The land around the northern portion of the east-west leg of the

corridor is a combination of private and BLM lmd. The land around the southern portion of the mt-

wwt leg of the corridor is private land. Recreationrd impacts on federd lands are discussed in Section

C.8.2 (Land Use). It wfil be the decision of the BLM and USFS to determine whether tie Proposed

Project is consistent with the intent of these federd lands.

GP.1424 Permitting was not considered a significant issue in eliminating North Vrdley Road as an

alternative to the Border Town Substation (see Section B.3 .4.2 of the Fti E~S). If expmding the

North Valley Road Substation were being considered as m alternative to constructing the Border Town

Substation, the City of Reno wodd decide whether to grant Sierra Pacific Power Company a permit to

expand the substation. This ERS cannot spectiate on whether or not such expansion wotid be

permitted. The dtemative of expanding the North Valley Road site was considered, but it was concluded

that the rdternative does not provide environment advantage in comparison to the Border Town

Substation (see expanded discussion in Section B.3.4.2 of the Find EMS).

GP.1425 Comment noted.

GP.l&26 The adequacy and legality of planning by a Project Applicant are not appropriate issues

to address in a CEQA or NEPA document. The land use impacts of constructing and operating the

Border Town Substation are included under “hpacts on Residentid Uses” k Sections C.8.2.2.1 and

C.8.2.2.2 of the Fiti EWS. Also, see raponses to comments OC.28-5 and GP.14-2.

GP.1427 Reactors are devices that control reactive power. See Section B.3.4.2, Expansion of North

Valley Substation, for a discussion of the use of reactors for the Proposed Project.
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GP.1428 As discussed in Section B.3.4.2, Expansion of North Valley Substation, the closer the

phase shifter is to service crews, the better.

GP.1429 Under CEQA, the environment impacts of the Proposed Project and a reasonable range

of dtematives are required to be addressed. Section B.3.2 of the Alturas Transmission Line Project

EMS presents the CEQA screening methodology that was applied when addressing the reasonable range

of alternatives to tie Mturas Project. As specified in Section B.3 .2, alternatives were evaluated with

respect to their ability to satisfi the project objectivw, one of which is improving the service reliability

to the Reno/Lake Tahoe area. As discussed in Section A.6.5, terminating the Nturas Project at the North

Valley Road Substation wotid be required if anticipated growth of the Reno~ake Tahoe area is realized

and to remedy existing restrictions on the east side of the system. This conclusion presented in the EIWS

was drawn based on an independent review of SPPCO’S existing system and future operation scenarios.

The finding for “need” at the hearing noted by the commenter was not a factor considered in the

independent review of SPPCO’Sinformation. Sections A.6.2.4 and A.6.5 have been expanded to address

how te-tion of the project at the North Valley Road Substation remedies the noted system

restrictions.

GP.1430 The Draft ERS conti an independent, objective tiysis of the impacts of the Proposed

Project and a reasonable range of alternatives, in accordan~ with CEQA. Alternatives were not

eliminated based on SPPCO’Searlier dismissd. Section A.6.5 d~cusses that if growth in the Reno/Lake

Tahoe area is not realized as projected, the project wfll not ned to be in place by the summer of 1997.

Respome to comment GP.21-3 addresses that under CEQA case law, a feasible dtemative is one that can

be accomplished in a reasonable period of time.

GP.1431 As discussed in Section C. 10.2.3.1 under “Available EMF Mitigation,” the Applicant has

incorporated some of the currently available techniques for reducing EMF strengths into the project,

which are cotiistent with the CPUC No-Costfiw-Cost EMF Mitigation Policy, without regard to

location within California or Nevada; no further mitigation measures are recommended therein.

GP.1432 The suitability of the planning, policy development, and decision making processes of the

U.S. Forest Service, and the issue of precedent setting for land use decisions by this agency are not

appropriate issues to be addressed in the EMS. Please ‘forward these comments directly to the U.S.

Forest Service.

For further clarification, discussion of Segment X under “Washoe County” in Section C.8.1.2 of the Final

EMS has been enhanced to include Peavine Peak and Rancho San Rafael Park recreational uses. These

areas have dso been included in Section C.8.2.2.2 in the Find ERS under “Operational Impacts on

Recreational Uses. ”

See response to comments GP. 1-3 and GP.141 regarding the use of the Proposed Project right-of-way

as a future utility corridor.
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GP.1433 See revised Section E.3.3 of the Find ENS. Section A.6.4 dso addresses SPPCO’S

responsibili~ to provide transmission capacity to requesting wheeling customers with respect to the 1992

Energy Policy Act.

GP.1434 Getting 345kV lines into and out of Stead wotid cause greater impacts than the Proposed

Project’s Border Town Substation site (see Section B.3.4.2). Stead is currently serviced by a 60 kV

transmission line. The extension of a future 120 kV line into Stead would impose significant impacts (see

Section E.3.3 of the Fiti ERS).

GP.1435 Contracts with geothe~ producers have not been cancelled because of the Proposed

Project. SPPCO has historidly included geothermal power as part of their supply, which has varied

based on need and availability. For example, SPPCO’S most recent requests for proposals @P) for

geothermal resources occurred in 1989 and 1993. The 1989 RFP restited in six geothermal power

purchase agreements, in which two are on line. The 1993 RFP restited in the selection of gas fired

facilities because they were more economid. SPPCO plans to issue fiture requests for proposals, as the

need for additiond supply warrants, and as the demonstration of cost-effective and reliable geotheti

availability is made.

GP.1436 The development of geothermal resources in northern California would result in electric

power “generation,” not transmission. As discussed in Section B.3 .4.3, generation alternatives cannot

provide additioti a~ess to the Pacific Northwest power market or improve import capability (objectives

of the Proposed Project), except for providing improved rwponse to long-term emergencies. For these

reasons, generation alternatives were eliminated from further consideration.

GP.1437 The referenced text @age E2-25 of Appendix E.2 in Volume ~ of the Find EIWS) is a

generalized statement made incidentily in a report on bird electrocutioticollision potential. See response

to comment GP. 10-1 for a cost comparison of constructing and operating an under ground trmmission

system.

GP.1438 Section A.6.9. 1 states that 85 percent of the power BPA sells is hydroelectric. ~Is

section dso notw that BPA transmits nuclm power. The E~S does not state that access to Pacific

Northwest hydroelectric power is “environmentily superior. ” Finally, Section A.6.9. 1 discussm the

availability of hydroelectric power in light of the. ongoing System Operation Review (SOR) of the

Columbia River hydroelectric system and states that the availability of hydroelectric power for nonfirm

purchases could be limited in the future. Section A.6.9.1 of the Fti E~S has been expanded to

elaborate on how the SOR would affect SPPCO’Saccess to the Pacific Northwest power market. Section

E.3.3 discusses the growth-inducement implications of the Proposed Project as it relates to the

development of additiond generation in the Pacific Northwest.

The need for the Aturas Project during peak demand periods is related to the project objective of

improving service reliability to the Reno~ake Tahoe area. The project objective of access to the Pacific

Northwest power market provides SPPCO with an economical source of power during the spring and

summer months, and is not necessitated by pa demand.
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GP.1439 Section A.6.8.2 discusses the use of generation to improve service reliability, including

the Pifion Pine Power Plant. SPPCO’S statements regarding the adequacy and reliability of the Tracy

distribution system relate to a generation project adding 89 MW of summer-rated capacity.

GP.1~0 One of tie project objectives is to improve semice reliability. The ability of generation

rdternatives, not the reliability of generation alternatives, to improve service reliability is the applicable

topic to address, as was presented in Sections A.6.8.2 and B.3.4.4 of the ERS.

GP.ltil See revisions to Sections A.6.2.4 and A.6.5 in the Fiti EWS.

GP.1U2 See response to comment GP.1434.

GP.1U3 The text referenced in the comment addresses EastSide Route 2, an alternative which has

been eliminated from firther consideration. This alternative dom not address the entire area of Segments

X and Y. However, this alignment has been given additiond consideration and the results are presented

in revised Section B.3.4. 1 of the Find ERS. Nso, see r~pome to comment GP. 14-32 regarding

recreational use. See revisions to Section E.3.3 for a discussion of growth inducement impacts.

GP.lW The comment on the industrid land use immediately north of the North Valley Road

Substation site is noted. The text referenced in the comment should not refer to the area immediately

north of the substation site and has been revised accordingly in the Fti EWS.

The comment indicates that the Proposal Project is not compatible with residential development in the

area of Proposed Segment X, Nternative Segment X-East, and Segment Y. The ERS acknowledges

the existence of sensitive residentird uses within the smdy corridor (330 feet on either side of the

centerline) and near the study corridor (within 2000 feet of the centerline) of the proposed transmission

line route. Table C.8-1 shows the North Foothill Apartments and several residences as sensitive

residential uses in the area of these segments. Section C.8.2.2.2 addresses the degradation of residential

uses as a significant, non-fitigable (Class I) impact. Section C.8.2.3.3, under ‘Washoe County,”

addresses consistency of the Proposed Project with the plans and policies of Washoe County. The CPUC

and BLM will use the information in the ERS to decide whether to approve the Proposed Project and

what project route to select.

The Eastside Route 2 alignment has been given additioti consideration (including points made in this

comment) and the restits are presentd in revised Section B.3.4. 1, of the Find EIWS.

GP.1H5 See revisions to Sections A.6.2.4 and A.6.5 in the Find EWS.

GP.la As discussed in Section A.6.6, since the Aturas project would allow direct connection to

the Northwest Power Pool, combined with an increase in import capability, SPPCO would have increased

access to more markets, thus enhancing their opportunity for savings.

GP.1H7 See revisions to Sections A.6.2.4 and A.6.5. in the Find ERS.
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GP.lM The merger of SPPCO and Washington Water Power will not affect SPPCO’S import

capacity rating. SPPCO’Scurrent import capability is limited by existing intertie mpabilities which will

not change until a new intertie is in service.

GP.lti9 We appreciate your concern about the possible electrical induction effects due to the

proximity of the power lines and the gas pipeline. This possible hmd was addressed in Section

C. 10.2.3.3 of the E~S and Mitigation Measure P-1 was proposed.

GP.1450 This comment is part of a larger concern about the proximity of the Mturas Transmission

Lme to two existing powerlines and a gas pipeline in Washoe County. This response addrwsm concerns

about engineering constraints related to the steepness of the route, soils type, and displacements.

The topography and the nature and distribution of the rocks and soils along this route are discussed in

Section C.6 of the ERS, and shown on Base Maps 30 through 33 at the back of Volume I and on tables

in Appendix F (see Volume ~. The rocks and soils along tis route are predominantly hard, ancient,

volcanic and granitic rocks overlain in a few places by old lake sediients and younger dluvid-fan

deposits. These rocks and sediients w~ther to predominantly gravelly loam soils (i.e., gravel, sand,

clay rnixtur=). Mthough clays may occur lodly, they are relatively rare along this route. Be that as

it may, clays, as well as dl of the other types of rocks and sofls, can provide suitable foundations for the

proposed powerline structures provided that the proper geologid and engineering investigations are

conducted.

Geotechnic~ studies are required by Mitigation Measurw G-2 through G-7, G-n, G-13, and G-14.

These studies will be conducted before construction of the project and should identi~ any adverse or

unstable deposits or slope conditions that might lead to downslope landslide displacements, or to fadt

displacements. Analyses conducted as part of the EWS proms indicate that adverse conditions are

widely spac~enough that they can generally be avoided. Adverse conditions that cannot be avoided will

be accounted for by designing the structures to resist displacement and collapse.

GP.1451 The comment on the motivation of the Project Applicant in implementing low-cost EMF

reduction measures is noted. Section C.8 has been revised to specifically address the compatibility of

the Proposed Project with Rancho San Rafael Park.

GP.1452 The comments on the cost of constructing the Border Town Substation compared to

expanding the North Valley Road Substation, and on the land use compatibility of expanding the North

Valley Road Substation are noted. The existing North Valley Road Substation is very prominent as

viewed from several locations (including North McCarran Botievard and Socrates Drive). Expansion

of the substation wotid worsen this visual environment, but due to the disturbed nature of the existing

landscape the anticipated visual impact wotid be adverse, but not significant. See response to comment

GP. 14-24. However, additioti consideration of the North Valley Substation expansion has been given

and the results are pr~ented in revised Section B.3.4.2 of the Fti EWS.
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GP.1453 Comment noted. As required by CEQA, the environmental impacts of the Proposed

Project and a reasomble range of alternatives are to be assessed. Since SPPCO has proposed the

terrnimtion of the Mturas Transmission Line at the North Valley Road Substation, tils aspect of the

project was addressed in the EWS. See response to comment GP. 1417 for a discussion of terminating

the Proposed Project at the Tracy Substation.

GP.1454 The alternatives that utilize the LADWP right-of-way would require the construction of

30 miles of transmission line from Femely to the North Valley Road Substation. As discussed in Section

B.3.4.6.2 of the Fiti ENS, since the alternatives wodd need to traverse northern Sparks and Reno to

access the North Valley Road Substation, thess alternatives were eliminated horn further consideration

since it does not reduce or eliminate tie significant impacts of the Proposed Project. Section B.3.4.6.2

has been expanded to include a discussion of distributing power from the L~WP corridor via a system

of 120 kV lines.

GP.1455 See revisions to Sections A.6.5 in the Finrd ERS.

GP.1456 See revisions to Section A.6.2.4, A.6.5 and B.3.4.6.2 in the Find EMS.

GP.1457 See response to comment GP. 1417. Sections A.6.8.2 and B.3.4.4 of the EMS discuss

to what extent the Ption Pine Power Plant can satisfy the reliability concerns to be addressed by the

Proposal Project. See response to comment GP. 141 for a discussion of the environmental consequences

of the north-south leg of the Nevada Route Mternative.

GP;1458 See revisions to Section A.6.5 in the Fti ERS.

GP.1459 With the exception of one residence on Segment L and an apartment complex on Segment

X, the Propoied Project wodd avoid dl residences and sensitive land uses (schools, churches, etc.) by

a minimum of 300 feet (see Table C. S-l). Such separation distances wodd not be possible for the

alternatives that would need to traverse Sparks and northern Reno.

GP.ltiO Comment noted. Section A.6.4 discusses how an increase in import capability will

improve SPPCO’Stransmission service and ability to purchase from neighboring systems. Section A.6.2.3

has been added to the Fti EMS to specifically addrms current and requested wheeling roads. Section

C.8 of the Final ERS has been revised to include a discussion of Gararnendi Act consistency. Section

A.6.9.3 has been modified to specifically address the effects of Aturas and the WWP merger on SPPCO’S

system. See responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411 for a compete discussion of utilizing the Los

Angeles Department of Water and Power 1000 kV DC line right-of-way in Nevada as a joint utility

corridor for the Proposed Project.

GP.lUI Section A.6.2.4 presents in a s~ format, both the existing (4th bullet) and

anticipated (lst, 2nd, and 3rd btilets) limitations of SPPCO’Ssystem. Sections A.6.4 and A,6.5 describe

how the Proposed Project wodd alleviate the identified limitations. Section A.6.6 discusses how

Proposed Project access to the Pacific Northwest power market offers economic benefits.
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GP.lti2 See revisions to Sections A.6.2.4 and A.6.5 in the FM ERS. Section A.6.6 clearly

swtes that access to the Pacific Northwmt provides economic benefits. Section A.6.9. 1 (revised) notes

that even without available economic power from the Pacific Northwest, most of the benefits associated

with the other project objectives wotid not be affected.

GP.lti3 Figure A.6-3 of the Fti EMS has been revised to illustrate the distribution of load

witiln SPPCO’S service area. Section A.6.2.2 discusses SPPCO’SSupply System, not the Reno grid.

Section A.6.5 discusses how the timing of the Proposed Project is related to the rdi~tion of projected

growth. Line losses, while not desirable, are not ody unavoidable, but preferable to line damage or an

interruption of service. See Sections B.3.4.2 and B.3 .4.6.2 for discussions of terminating the Proposed

Project on the east side of the system and distribution to the Reno area via 120 kV lines, respectively.

GP.lW The EMS makes no reference to SPPCO’S Border Town property as an “existing”

substation site. It is acknowledgti that the alternative Border Town Substation site wotid not comply

with CC&Ws covering the site. See responses to conunents OC.28-5 and GP. 142. With regard to

designations in the PEA, the PEA is the Applicant’s document and is not part of the EMS. See revised

Section E.3.3 in the Find ENS regarding growth inducement.

GP.1U5 See revised Section B.3.4.2 in the Find ENS regarding the North Valley Road Substation

expansion alternative.

GP.1U6 See response to comment GP. 141.

GP.lti7 Section A.6.2.3 has been added to address the requ=ts SPPCOhas received for additiond

transmission service and the existing system limitations to satisfy those requests. The discussion of

reserv~ is included in the ERS to illustrate the indirect benefits of additioti import capacity. See

revisions to Siction A.6.4 in the Fiti EMS. Section B.3.4.5 of the Fti EMS discusses the sizing

of the Proposed Project, in terms of voltage .

GP.lti8 SPPCOcurrently ordy has “indirect” access to BPA via Pacificorp and PC. As discussed

in Section A.6.6, direct access provid= economic benefits. See response to comment GP.1-3 for a

complete discussion of utiliziig the LADWP 1000 kV DC line right-of-way as a joint utility corridor.

As discussti in Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Fti ERS, the Nevada Mtemative was elirnimted from tier

consideration because it did not provide environmental advantage over the Proposed Project. Section

A.6.4 discusses how an increase in import capacity improves transmission service system-wide and

revised Section A.6.5 of the Fti EWS discusses why the Proposed Project needs to be terminated at

the North Valley Road Substation. As discussed in Section B.3.4.6. 1 of the Finrd EWS, the Nevada

Power Intertie Alternatives wotid not reasombly satisfi the project objectives (see Table A-8 of the Find

ENS for a direct comparison).

GP.lti9 As noted on Figure A.6-5 of the Draft ERS, the Loads vs Existing Supplies graphic is

from SPPCO’S1993 Electric Resource Plan. This figure has been updated in the Find ENS and the text

has been modified accordingly.
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GP.1470 See response to comment GP. 1469.

GP.1471 See response to comment GP.1469.

GP.1472 The L~D intercomection was stated in Sectiom A.6.3, A.6.7, B.3, and C. 14 of the

Draft EMS as a secondary objective of the project. Further, in Sections A.6.3 and A.6.7, secondary

objectivm were defined as not being “principal justifications of the project, and would not satis~ critical

neds”. h addition, in Section B.3 it was stated that per CEQA Guidelines, dtematives are to be

considered if they are “capable of eltiting or reducing significant environmental effects even though

they may impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives. ” The dtematives eliminated from

further review in Sections B.3.4.3, B.3.4.4, B.3.4.5, and B.3.4.6. 1 of the Fiti EMS were eltilnated

because they did not satisfy the projects primary objectives. The dtematives eliminated from firther

review in Section B.3.4.6.2 of the FM EWS, (Section C. 14 of the Draft ERS) were eliminated

because they did not eliminate or reduce significant environment effects.

GP.l&73 The noted BPA customers are embedded within SPPCO’Sservice area. By increasing the

import mpacity of the SPPCO system, further modifications to service these customers would not be

required. An increase in import capacity and resdtant service improvements to the noted customers is

but one of many of the anticipated service improvements resulting from the Proposed Project (see

Sections A.6.4, A.6.5, and A.6.6).

SET # GP.15

GP.15-1

SET # GP.16
.

GP.l&l

SET # GP.17

GP.17-1

GP.17-2

service.

GP.17-3

SET # GP.18

GP.18-1

PA~C~ M. WADE

Comment noted.

=~TH G. L~

Comment noted.

~LU L. D’OL~R

Comment noted.

Comment noted. Section E.3.3 has been modified to address the extension of fiber optic

Comment noted.

~~ A. ~~

Land owners whose property will be crossed by the right-of-way will be compensated for

land or easements that will affect potential future use. Aso, please see response to comment GP.2-2.

e
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GP.18-2 The transmission line wodd not block access to private property as roadways could

traverse the ROW beneath the power lines. Access may be blocked for a period of one or two days

during construction of the power line.

GP.18-3 As discussed in response to comment GP. 18-2, access to APN 045-131-31 would not be

permanently denied because of the Nturas Trwmission Line. As illustrated on Base Map 11 at the back

of Volume I of the Fiti ERS, across APN 045-131-31, the Mmas Trurnission Line would parallel

U.S. 395 and the Tusmora Gas Pipeline on their northeastern sides for a distance of approximately 2000

feet. The transmission line wodd dso be about 400-feet back from the northeastern boundary of U.S.

395. Transmission line structur& wotid be placed approximately every 1,200 feet. Given this separation

distmce, no more than two structures would be placed on the site. Given the 400 foot set back from

U.S. 395 and the 1,200 foot distance between stmctures, the Nturas Trmmission Line would have little

impact on the future siting of commercial services on the site. As discussed in Section C. 13.2.2.4, the

proposed transmission line would impose a significant, unavoidable visual impact (Class ~ to the area.

GP.184 It is common practice in the United States and industrialized mtions to site various utilities

within the same corridor, including transmission lines and gas, water, sewer, oil and product pipelines.

Given modem safety systems and practices, collomtion of utilities has been done safely throughout the

Unitti States and industridizd mtiom. Since the proposed gas line and transmission line would be

constructed utilizing modem technology and safety practices, the failure rate of these facilities would be

lower than older, existing facilities.

GP.18-5 See response to comment GP. 18-1.

GP.184 See responses to comments GP.18-2 and GP. 18-3.

GP.18-7 “Business/commercid/residentid development in the area is speculative, so it is not clear

that shifting the gas pipeline and electric transmission line a mile away from the highway will result in

greater development. See response to conunent GP. 18-3.

SET # GP.19 SUSAN M. GROSS AND PETER A. CUTANO=

GP.19-1 Please see response to comment GP.52-3.

GP.19-2 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-bducing Effects, has been expanded in the Find ENS

to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project,

including expansion of the Border Town Substation and fiture utility corridor ramifications. See response

to comment GP.2-2 for a discussion of property value degradation impacts.

GP.19-3 Discussion of Segment X under “Washoe County” in Section C.8. 1.2 of the Find EMS

has been enhanced to include Peavine Peak recreatioti uses.

FM EWS, Novabr 1995 H-21
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GP.194 Because of the disturbed nature of the existing landscape and distance from the homes

(minimum 2,500 feet), the power line is not expected to have a significant impact on property values in

the Horizon Hills area of Reno. See response to comment GP.28-1.

GP.19-5 See second paragraph of response to comment GP.8-2.

GP.19+ The transmission line will be d=igned to safely withstand the loads imposed by high winds

in the area. The tension in the conductors and shield wires wotid be well below their breaking strength,

Therefore, the probability of a forestirange fire caused by the breaking of a conductor due to high wind

is extremely low (see Sections C. 10.1.4.3 and C. 10.2.3.3 of the ENS for a complete discussion of fire

hazards).

SET # GP.20 D. E. ST-

GP.20-1 The analysis includes impacts to wildlife species which may not be listed in the category

of “special sta~s species,” such as the species that have been listed in this comment. Please refer to

Mitigation Measure B-16, which includes specific measures to prevent impacts to or mortality of general

wildlife during construction of the Proposed Project.

GP.20-2 Your concern for the ground nesting birds has been noted. There have been many studies

on chick embryos and possible reproductive effects. An Oak Ridge Associated Universities Panel for The

Committee on hteragency Radiation Research ad Policy Coordination published a book titled ‘Health

Effects of Low-Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields” in June of 1992. This book evaluates the chick

embryo studies performed to date in pages W-31 through W-32. k the opening paragraph they

conclude: ‘There have been approximately 15 studim of chick embryos to EMF which have not yielded

consistent results. h fact, the rmults were in such disagreement that an intematioti study was designed

in an effort to ~esolve the discrepancies. Six laboratories Iomtd in Europe and the United States utilized

the same method of exposing chick embryos just tier fertilization. Two of the laboratories reported an

increase in deformations “in the exposed embryos, while the other four laboratori~ did not. n In

addition, avian species are mobile nd are not likely to spend dl life stages within the range of EMF.

GP.20-3 The greater sandhill crane population in the vicinity of the Proposed Project is listed as

Threatened under the California Endagered Species Act. The offsite compensation lands for cranes

would be chosen based on its suitability to support lost cranes. These lands would be approved,

maintained and owned by the appropriate regulatory agencies to provide crane use of the offsite habitat.

The purpose of establishing offsite crane habitat is to compensate for the expected crane mortality despite

the use of markers. Please see Append~ E. 1 for a further discussion of this issue. Appendix E. 1 clearly

includes the Madeline Plains as a crane use area.

GP.204 Comment noted. As d~cribed in Section C. 13 of the EWS, the Proposed Project would

negatively affect views to the west and to the east in the vicinity of the Proposed Route and Alturas. The

impact was categorized as a Clms I, significant, unmitigable impact. Please see response to comment

GP.6-1.
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GP.20-5 See r~ponse to comment GP. 1*11.

GP.20% Bayley Reservoir, Graven Reservoir, Nelson Corral Reservoir, and Delta Lake were

surveyed during the waterfowl migration period and the early nesting season. There were no observations

of heavy use of this area by waterfowl. Please see Table C.3-5, which includes a segment-by-segment

analysis of potentird impacts to sensitive waterfowl species. Mso, please see Appendix E.8 in Volume

UI of the Fiti ERS for a summary of the restits of waterfowl surveys of the route.

Recreatioti uses at Delti Lake, Bayley Reservoir, and Graven R~ervoir (along with Graves Reservoir)

are described in Section C.8. 1.2 of the EMS under Segment C of ‘Modoc County. n Viceroy Pond,

Juniper Stock Tank, and Smith Reservoir have been added to this list of recreatioti water bodies in the

area of Segment C, and to the impact dyses in Sections C.8.2.2. 1 and C.8.2.2.2 of the Fmd EWS.

Recreatioti USN at Nelson Corral Reservoir are described in Section C.8.3.2.

Sections C.8.2.2.1 md C.8.2.2.2 address the disturbances to recreational uses during construction and

operation, respectively, of the Proposed Project. hpacts to recreational uses at the water bodies listed

in tils comment were determined to be non-significant based on the land use significance criteria ‘m

Section C.8.2.1 of the EMS.

GP.20-7 ERS Section C.3.2.2.2 under bpact 5, C.4.2.2 under bpact 3, and C.8.2.2.2 under

‘Operations hpacts of kcreasd Accessn describe the significant, rnitigable impacts of incraed human

access on biological r=ourc=; ctiturd resources; and residentid, recreatioti, and agricdturd uses.

Mitigation Measures B-6 and C-5 cdl for replacing existing barriers to overland travel routes; placing

new barriers to non-bladed overland travel routes; returning dl access routes to pre-irnprovement

conditions; obtaining approval horn the BLM, CPUC, CDFG, USFWS, USFS regarding existing and

new access routes that will remain open for project operation and maintenance; and closing existing open

roads identifid by these agencies to protect natural resources. Thwe mitigation measures were developed

to reduce the significant impacts of increased human access; they are not expected to eliminate increased

human access to the project area.

GP.20-8 The de@iled maps of the Proposed Route and dtemative alignments are based on

topographic maps prepared by the U.S. Geologid Survey wSGS). The base maps are ody as current

as the last update by the USGS, and may not reflect dl of the features now present. However, the EMS

analysis considers dl existing features. Please refer to the “Environrnentd Baseline and Regulatory

Setting” sections in ach issue area for current information.

SET # GP.21 JOHN P. SP~GGATE

GP.21-1 As S~ d in the hpact Summary Tables. rdl Class I impacts identified, including

land use and visual impacts, wodd restit from the presence of the project after it is constructed.

Discussion of Segment X under “Washoe County” has been enhanced to include Rancho San Rafael Park.

The discussion of the North Valley Substation expansion alternative has been augmented to clari~ the

potential impacts associatti with this dtemative (see Section B.3.4.2).
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GP.21-2 Mtematives to the Border Town site have been considered in the EMS. The comrnenter

is referred to the revised Sections B.3.4. 1 and B.3.4.2 of the Fiti ERS, which consider an dtemative

site in the Stead area, expansion of the North Valley Road Substation, a route to the east of the Petersen

Mountain Range @astside Route 2) and the Tuscarora Mignment Atemative that would both involve a

different substation site, as well as different subswtion sites in the Border Town area. In addition,

Section B.3.4.6.2 of th; Fti ERS considers alternatives within Nevada which wotid imply a different

substation site.

GP.21-3 The EMS for the Nturas Trmmission Line was prepared by Aspen Environmental Group

under the direction of the California Public Utflities Commission and Bureau of Land Management, the

CEQA and NEPA Lad Agencies, respectively. Please see Sections A.3 and A.4 for a complete

discussion of the re@atory roles of these bd Agencies.

Responses to comments GP. 1-3 ad GP. 1411 discuss the re@atory and environmental restrictions

associated with the Nevada Mternative. As presented in Section B.3 .4.6.2 of the Find EIWS, several

factors were taken into consideration when reviewing the potential transmission line dtematives including:

environmentrd impacts, utflity corridor requirements, and timing of alternative permitting and design.

This latter factor was presented since current CEQA case law states that a feasible rdtemative “.. .is one

which can be accomplished in a successti manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account

economic, environment, social, and technological factors” (see Section B.3.2.2 of EWS), but was ody

given minor consideration because the planning of future transmission facilities is the responsibility of

the Applicant. As discussed in Section A.6.5, if growth in the Reno~e Tahoe area is not realized as

projected, the Mturas Transmission Lme would not need to be in operation by the summer of 1997

(timeframe of expected failure of an existing SPPCO 120 kV line). The elimination of dtematives from

further consideration in Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Fti EWS was based on dl of the factors noted above.

GP.21+ “Section C.1O.2.3. 1 provides a complete discussion of the electric md magnetic impacts

(EMF) associated with the Mturas Transmission Line. Figures C. 10-3 through C.1O-10 present the EMF

strengths for the project centerline to a distance of 300 feet from the centerline. As discussed in response

to comment GP.8-2, at a distance of 300 feet horn the centerline, the EMF strengths would be

comparable to common household appliances. Except for a residence on Segment L and an apartment

complex on Segment X, dl residences would be at least 300 feet horn the Proposed Project centerline.

The Nevada Mternative would subject more r=idences to EMFs since the dtemative would need to

traverse northern Sparks and Reno to access the North Valley Road substation, where separation distances

of 300 feet for most residences wotid be infeasible.

H-24

GP.21-5 Cumentiy, transmission facilities exist between SPPCO and the Truckee Dormer Public

Utility District (TDPUD), no expansion of the facilities would be required to accommodate the additional

power requested by TDPUD (see Table A-5 of Find ERS). Section E.3.3 has been amended in the

Fiti ERS to include a discussion of the growth inducement aspects of providing additiond power to

the TDPUD.
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SET # GP.22 GEORGE ~m

GP.22-1 Please see response to comment GP.6-1 for a discussion of project construction and

operation impacts. As discussed in Section C. 10.2.3.1, the long-term hdth effects of EMFs have not

been conclusively determined. See response to comment GP.8-2 for a discussion of EMF strengths at

residences within the vicinity of the Aturas Transmission Line. As discussed in response to comment

GP.25-1, the notification requirements of CEQA and NEPA have been implemented.

SET # GP.23 ~OM G. PmOW

GP.23-1 The BLM’s involvement in the project is required by the Natioti Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA), sin~ an application for a right-of-way has been submitted to the BLM and the BLM must

comply with NEPA in its consideration of a decision on the right-of-way application. The ENS dyzes

environment impacts on both private and public lands without regard to ownership. BLM owns lands

that would be affected by both the Proposed Project and Nevada Ntemative, and has been completely

open to consideration of Nevada routes in the ERS process. With respect to the advisory committee

concept, this option proposed by the contractor was not pursued in the interests of utiltilng a more

completely open program of public meetings and workshops for public participation and review in the

EWS process.

GP.23-2 As describd in Sections B.3 and B.4 of the EMS, a variety of alternatives to the

Proposed Project have been considered. Section B.3 describm the process that was used to screen

alternatives for detailed study in the EWS and Sections B.3 and B.4 provide the restits of that process.

Section B.4 provides specific descriptions of the dtematives selected for detied study. The detailed

environment smdies of the selected alternatives are documented primarily in Parts C and D of the

ERS. Note dso that some revisions to sections pertaining to alternatives have been made in the Fmd

EMS. Secti6n A.3 of the Find ERS has been revised to elaborate on the CPUC’S CPCN process and

its relationship to this ERS process.

GP.23-3 Section C. 10.2.3.2 presents the fire h-d impacts of the Proposed Project. As discussed

in Section C. 10.3, the fire h-d impacts of the dtematives wotid be similar since the general design,

construction, and operation of the transmission line would be the same regardless of the route chosen.

~lle the north-south leg of the Nevada Nternative offers a less densely vegetated environment, as the

commenter notes, the access time wotid be longer. However, the Nevada Mtemative would be 65 miles

longer than the Proposed Project and the two east-wmt legs (Mturas to LADWP ROW and LADWP

ROW to Reno) would impose a high fire risk due to vegetation md urban buildout, respectively. When

considering these combined factors, the Nevada Ntemative wodd have a comparable, if not more severe,

fire risk than the Proposed Project.

H-25

GP.234 Since the Nevada Atemative wotid need to traverse northern Sparks and Reno, the trtilc

impacts associated with construction or a power line failure wotid be more severe than for the Proposed

Project.
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GP.23-5 Much of the Proposed Project right-of-way is on public land, property that is already not

part of the County’s m base. Property owners would be compensated if their land is required for the

right-of-way (see response to comment GP.2-2). h addition, the value of the proposed improvements

would be much greater than the value of any property take~ therefore, the County would be collecting

additioti taxes based on this increased value.

GP.23X The EWS describes the visti impact of Proposed Route Segments A03 to A06 in the

vicinity of Mturm as a Class I, significant, unmitigable impact. The remaining Proposed Project

Segments in Modoc County (AOl-A03 and A06-C06) were categorized as adverse, but not significant

(Class ~ due to the relatively few number of viewers that would see these route segments, compared

to a much larger number of viewers that would see Proposed Project Route Segments A03 to A06.

GP.23-7 The potential growth-inducing impacts of the Proposed Project are discussed in Section

E.3.3, which has been enhanced in the FM ERS.

GP.23-8 Section C.8.3. 1 of the Fmd ERS has been revised accordingly.

GP.23-9 The description of the general noise enviromnent of Modoc County is taken from the Noise

Element, as stated, and is not site-specific to the project right-of-way. Table C.9-1 does not list sawmills

and the other generrd noise sources as project relatd.

GP.23-10 The information in the ERS was provided by the Chief of the Alturas Rural Fire

Department. The chief indimted that their current ability to provide service is excellent and that the

project would have no effect on the fire department’s services.

SET # GP.24 JO~ R. -EWCH

GP.al We understand your concern for the safety of firefighters working in the area near the

Aturas 345 kV line. High voltage transmission lines are designd to self de-energize in less than a

second independent of the location of the fatit. Athough conditions could arise that increase the fault

clearing time, these conditions are extremely tiikely due to redundant backup systems.

h response to your concern on the electrification of the ground during fault conditions, the ground does

become electrified during a fault condition. A fault condition can cause a voltage difference across a

persons step (sometimes crdled step potential) if the person is near the downed line. The situation where

there is a possible safety concern is usually associatd with distribution lines. ~s is because distribution

lines are at lower voltages. k some situations distribution lines do not de-energize when they come into

contict with the earth. At higher voltages, this situation rarely, if ever, occurs.

SET # GP.25 C-TON RAY ~ S~NEY A. E~RY

GP.25-1 The Aturas Transmission Lme Projwt Environmental hpact RepotiStatement (EIWS)

is a joint document prepard by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) as the State Lead

FM EWS, NovaMr M95 H-26
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Agency and the United States Bureau of Land Management @L~ as the Federd Lead Agency, and must

adhere to the notification requirements of the California Enviromnentd Qudi~ Act (CEQA) and the

Natioti Environment Policy Act (NEPA).

CEQA Section 15082 requires the Lead Agency to send a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to Responsible

Agencies stating that an Em will be prepared. This NOP begins the scoping process for the ER.

According to Section 15085, as soon as the Draft Em is completed, a Notice of Completion must be filed

with the State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (California State Clearinghouse).

CEQA Section 15087 dso requires the Lead Agency to noti~ the public of the availability of a Draft Em

through ~ of the following channels:

● Publicnotice in a newspaperof gened circtiation in the affectedarea
● Posting of noticeby the public agencyon-andoffsite in the areawhere the project is to be lomted
● Sendinga noticeto the list of propeW owners rdongthe route
● Mfig copiesof the Draft ER avtiable to pubfic library systemssefig the area involved
● Conductingpublichearingson tie environment document, either in separateproceedingsor in conjunction

with the other proceedingsof the pubtic agency. Pubfich~gs are encouraged,but not required, as an
elementof the CEQAprocess.

NEPA Section 1501.7 states that as soon as practicable after its decision to prepare an EIS and before
the scoping procms, the Lead Agency shall publish a Notice of ktent @O~ in the Federd Register to

invite participation of affectti federd, state, and Iod agencies, any affectd hdian tribe, the proponent

of the action, and other interested persons to determine the scope of the document. NEPA rdso requires
the Federd Lead Agency to publish a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS in the Federd Register.

h addition, to foster pubfic involvement, NEPA recommends @ut do= not reutie) the Lead Agency

to do the following in case of m action with effects, primtiy, of Iod concern:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Notice to state ad areawidecl~ghouses
Noticeto affectedbdian tribes
Publicationin lod newspapersof gene~ circdation
Following’theaffectedstates’pubficnotiu pro~ures for comparableactions
Noticethrough other Iod media
Noticeto potentiallyinterestedconmmni~ and busin~s organizations
Publicationof a newsletterto reachpotentiallyinterestedpersons
Direct mailingto property owners rdongthe project route
Posting noticeson-andoffsite in the areawhere action is to be located
Hold or sponsorpubficmeetingsandor hags
M&e documentavdable to public (i.e., repositories,dwectdocumentrequests).

The CPUC and BLM in their efforts to notify the public about the Mturas Transmission Line Project

Draft EWS and its public review process followed CEQA and NEPA guidelines. Notification consisted

of the components described below.

The process of determining the focus and content of the EWS is hewn as scoping. Scoping helps to

identi~ the range of actions, dtematives, environmental effects, and mitigation measures to be analyzed

in depth, and eliminates from detailed study those issues that are not pertinent to the M decision on the

Proposed Project. Scoping is dso an effective way to bring together and address the concerns of the

public, affected agencies, and other interested partim. The scoping process for the Nturas Transmission

Line EMS consisted of five elements: Issuance of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) soliciting comments
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from public agencies, as required by CEQA; issuance of a Notice of ktent (NOI) soliciting comments

from public agencies, as required by NEPA; public scoping meetings; summar”Ization of scoping

comments in a Scoping Report; and distribution of the Report and scoping comments as appropriate to

EWS team members for use in work planning and impact analysis.

The CPUC issued the NOP on March 17, 1994, and distributed it to the State Clearinghouse and other

city, county, smte and federd agencies. As legally required, there was a 30-day period for interested

parties to submit comments regarding the content of the EMS. The BLM issued the NOI on March 30,

1994, filed a copy of it with the Federd Register, and it appeared in the Federd Register on Apfl 24,

1994(?). The NOI was dso sent to various public agencies for solicitation of comments on the contents

of the ERS.

Scoping meetings for the general public, and other intermted parties, were held on:

● May 17, 1994 at 6 p.m. in Susanv~e ~onticola Club)
● May 18, 1994 at 6 p.m. in ~tnras Modoc Midde School)
● May 19, 1994 at 6 p.m. in Reno/Spark @estWesternMcCarranh)
● May 25, 1994 at 6 p.m. in hydton (SocialHW).

A scoping meeting for government agencies was held on May 19, 1994, at 3:00 p.m. in Reno/Sparks.

In addition, notices of the scoping meetings were posted in lod newspapers in advance of their

occurrence.

On January 27, 1995, an Aturas Transmission Line Project ERS Newsletter was mailed to the project

mailing list which consisted of approximately 1400 namw. This newsletter provided the following

information a project summary, expected release data of the Draft EWS; information on the pre-hearing

conference regarding SPPCO’S application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity,

including its location, date, and time; how to comment on the Draft ENS and request copies of the

Executive Summary; a description of the informatioti workshops and public hearings including, the

expected locations, dates, and times of each meeting; and a list of the project information repository sites.

On March 3, 1995, the Mturas Transmission Lme Draft EMS was released for public review. Ten

copies of the Draft EWS were sent to the California State Clearinghouse along with a Notice of

Completion. The Nevada State Clearinghouse dso received ten copies of the Draft ENS. On March

9, 1995, a Notice of Availability of the Draft ERS was published in the Federd Register.

A combined Notice of Release of Draft ENS/Notice of ~ormatioti Workshops and Public Hearings

for the Alturas Transmission Line Project was prepared. This notice contained: a brief project

description; where the Draft EMS can be reviewed (information repositories); how to request copies of

the Executive Summary and the Draft EWS; the date, time, and location for each informational

workshop and public hearing; the start and end of the public comment period; and the procedure for

commenting on the Draft EMS, including submission of written comments and providing ord comments

at the public hearings. The notice was mailed to property owners within 600 feet of the transmission line

(300 feet on either side of the mnterline as recommended by the CPUC based on previous, similar

projects). ti addition the notice was published in the following newspapers:
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~btic Notification in Newspapers

Newspaper mtibtion date for Notice on ~~ fibti~tiondate for Notice of
-RelAe of D- .~~,. ::3~ay .=nsion of .Draft ERS

~.“Workhops, and H~ngs. .PubficReview Period

LassenCountyTimes* Febru~ 28, 1995 May2, 1995
March7, 1995

ModocCountyRecord* March2, 1995 May4, 1995
March9, 1995

The MountainMessenger* March2, 1995 May4, 1995
March9, 1995

Reno GmetteJournal February26, 1995 April30, 1995
March5, 1995
March 12, 1995

The SacramentoBee February26, 1995 April30, 1995
March5, 1995
March 12, 1995

Week&papers witi ptiti canon on Tuesdaysor Thursdayson&.

Informational worhhops and pubfic hearings on the Draft ENS were held to inform the public about

the contents and scope of the Drti ERS aud receive comments from interested parties. me table below

sumrnarties the locations, dat=, and times of the worbhops and hearings.

All project documents, including the Draft ENS, have become available (upon their release to the public)

at the following information repository sites:

C~ofia Wtic Ufities Commission, San Francisco, CA, (415) 703-2776

U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Susanville District Office, Susanvflle, CA, (916) 257-0456

BLM, Susanfle District - Nturas Resource Area Office, Mturas, CA, (916) 2334666

BLM, Lahontan R=ource &ea Office, Carson Ci~, N, (702) 885-6114

Modoc NatioA Forest, Supervisor’s Office, Mturas, CA, (916) 233-5811

Toiyabe Natiod Form, Supervisor’s Office, Spark, N, (702) 355-5386

Modoc County Library, Mturas, CA, (916) 233-6326

Lassen Coun@ Lib~., Susanville, CA, (916) 251-8127

City of hydton, City Hall, Loydton, CA, (916) 993-6750

Washoe County Library, Reno, N, (702) 827-5853.

Mormationd Workhops & Pubtic Hearings

Locations Mturas Susaafile LoyAton R6no/Spar&

Ci~ Hti MonticolaClub Loydton H.S. Airport Plm Hotel
200 North Street 140 S. LassenSt. 700 Foti St. 1981 TermimdWay

Events Mturas, CA Susanvfile,CA Loydton, CA Reno, W

Mo. Worbshops 3/13/95, 6-9 p.m. 3/14/95, 6-9 p.m. 3/15/95, 6-9 p.m. 3/16/95, 6-9 p.m.

Public Hearings 4/17/95, 6 p.m. 4/18/95, 6 p.m. 4/19/95, 6 p.m. 4/20195, 6 p.m.

CEQA Section 15087(c) states that in order to provide sufficient time for public review, review periods

for Draft Em should not be less than 30 days nor longer than 90 days from the date of the notice for
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the release of the document. The CPUC and BLM extended the public review period for the Almras

Transmission Line Draft ERS from May 3, 1995 (60day review period) to June 2, 1995 (90-day review

period), the maximum required by CEQA Guidelines.

GP.25-2 See revised Section C.2.2.3. 1 in the Find EMS for clarification of figitive dust impacts

which are significant, but mitigable, through implementation of Mitigation Measures A-1 through A+.

As presented in Table B4, Construction Access Routes, no permanent overland access routes are

proposed along Segment X. Corona discharge is a common phenomena and does not pose a significant

impact (see Section C. 10.2.3.2). See response to comment GP.8-2 for a discussion of electric and

magnetic field impacts. Section C.1O.2.3.2 discusses the fire impact of the Proposed Project. See

response to comment GP. 19-6 for a discussion of the effects of high winds on lines and towers.

As illustrated on the Base Maps included at the end of Volume I of the Find EMS, the Proposed Project

would travel along the upper foothills of Peavine Peak. From the Ho&on Hills area, the Alturas
Transmission Lme wodd be a minimum distance of 2500 feet to the west; from Anderson Acres, the

project would be a minimum distance of 1000 feet; and for residents along U.S. 395, the line would be

a minimum distance of 3000 feet. From the Hotion Hills area, the transmission line would appear,

variably, as a noticeable but subordmte background feature that would generally be backdropped by

Peavine PW, in the vicini~ of Andersen Acres, the transmission line would appear as a noticeable

middleground feature, generally backdropped by Peavine Peak (see Figure C. 13-17B). Within the

viewshed of Peavine Peak, the visti impact wotid be adverse, but not significant (Class UI). See

Section C. 13.2.2 of the ERS for a complete discussion. Respome to comment GP. 126-1 provides a

thorough explanation of the visual ~ysis methodology utfltied.

GP.25-3 Comment notd. Sections C.8.2.3 and C. 13.2.2 discuss the consistency of the Proposed

Project with federd, state, ad local land use and visual policies. Discussion of Segment X under
“Washoe Cotity” in Section C.8.1.2 of the Fti EWS has been revised to include a discussion of the

impacts of the Proposed Project on Rancho San Rafael Park.

GP.26-1 Comment noted.

SET # GP.27 C-ES HOOPER

H-30

GP.27-1 Comment noted. The proposed gas-fued power plant near Cdneva Lake was considered

as a cumulative project to the Alturas Transmission Line Project. See Table B-14 (Cumulative Projects

by County), Site No. 7, in Part B of the EMS. SPPCO has identified the general Wendel area as the

location of a fiture substation for interconnection to LMUD.
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SET # GP.2S W. SCOTT ~ DE~SE A. S~EY

GP.2S-1 Comment noted. Sectiom C.8.2.2 and C. 13.2.2 of the ERS discuss the impacts of the

Proposed Project on land use and visual resources, respectively. Response to comment GP.6-1

summarizes the construction and operation impacts of the Proposed Project. Section C. 8.1.2, Segment

X - Washoe County, of the FM EMS has been expanded to include a discussion of Peavine PeA.

Respome to comment GP.2-2 addresses property value impacts. A discussion of the electric and

magnetic field impacts of the Proposal Project is included in r=ponse to comment GP.8-2. Response

to comment GP.25-2 discusses the visual impacts of the Proposed Project in the vicinity of Peavine Pew.

.See response to comment GP. 19-6 for a discussion of the effects of high winds on transmission line

structures and lines. Please refer to responses to comments TR.241 and GP.67-1, and GP.76+ for

detiiled discussion of power line noise. Ftily, response to comment GP.75-1 discusses the impact of

the Proposed Project on golden eagles.

k accordance with the California Environrnenti @dity Act and the Natioti Environmental Policy Act,

tie E~S for the proposed Aturas Transmission Line is being prepared to disclose to the public and

decision mders the environment impacts of constructing and operating the Proposed Project. The

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and Bureau of Land Management @L~ wdl consider

the impacts identified in the EWS when -g their decision on project approval or denid. The CPUC

and BLM are expected to be mting their decisions on the Proposal Project during December 1995. See

Sections A.3 and A.4 for a complete description of how the CPUC and BLM utfiize the EMS in their

decision *g processes.

SET # GP.29 ~CHAEL W. ~CK .

GP.29-1 Potential jurisdictioti wetlands in the project study area were delineated using the routine

wetland delineation methods described in the US Army COTS of Engineers wSACE 1987) Wefland

Delineation Manual. See revised Section C.3.1.2. 1 of the Fti ENS for a discussion of wetlands found

along the Proposed Project Study ar.w. It is not possible to assess the potential impacts of the project on

the proposed wetland enhancements describd in the comment witiout more detailed information on the

design of the wetlands or heir locations in relation to the Proposed Project.

GP.29-2 The route refinement process is discussed in Section B.2.2. 1. Nternative rout= were

considered in the early stages of the project, prior to scoping for this ENS.

SET # GP.30 T- WG

GP.30-1

and describes

As presented

Response to comment GP.6-1 surnrnarizes the project construction ad operation impacts

the decision mting process.

in Section 2.2 of the Executive Summary and Section B.3 of the ERS, a total of 50

alternatives were considerd in the alternative screening process. Section B.3.4 of the ERS discusses

the following categories of alternatives considered: dtemative route alignments, substation dtematives,

Ftil EWS, NovaMr W5 H-31
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transmission alternatives, generation dtematives, system enhancement alternatives, and dtemative

transmission technologies. Within each category, several alternatives were considered. Section B.3.2

of the ERS describes the required CEQA alternative screening methodology that was applied to the

alternatives identified. h summary, tils screening criteria evaluates each dtemative’s:

1. Ability to reduce or eliminatethe enviromnenti impactsof tie project
2. Technicaland re@atory feasibility
3. Consistencywiti tie project applicant’sobjectivesand pubficpoli~ objectives.

h accordance with CEQA screening criteria, alternatives were screened out from further consideration

if they could not satis~, either individurdly or collectively, these criteria. For example, dtemative

technologies were eliminated because they did not reasombly satis~ any of the project objectives.

Please see responses to comments GP.1-3 and GP. 1411 for a complete discussion of utilizing the Los

Angeles Department of Water md Power 1000 kV line right-of-way in Nevada as a joint utility corridor

for the Proposed Project. Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Fti ERS has been expanded to fifier consider

LADWP corridor alternatives and Section B.3.4. 1 of the Fiti ERS has been revised to provide a more

detailed tiysis of the USFS dtemative (East Petersen alternatives).

Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more thorough

discussion of growth inducement impacw relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion of the

Border Town Substation and future utili~ corridor ramifications.

SET # GP.31 ED ~EWON

GP.31-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comments GP.28-1. As discussed in Section

B.3.4.5 of the FM EWS, several dterative transmission technologies were evaluated. However, these

alternatives were eliminated from further consideration because of technological unfeasibility or potential

environmental impacts.

SET # GP.32 L~LEY C~CE

GP.32-1 As shown in Sections B.3 and B.4, a wide variety of routing dtematives

considered in the EWS process

visual, land use, etc.), including

response to comment GP.30-1.

for a wide varie~ of environmentrd concerns @iologicd

alternatives to mitigate impacts suggested by the public.

have been

resources,

Please see

SET # GP.33 GMY A. ~ LOIS I. S~

GP.33-1 Discussion of Segment X under “Washoe County” in Section C.8. 1.2 of the Final EIWS

has been enhancd to include ticho San Wael Park.

GP.33-2 Please see responses to comments GP.1-3 and GP. 14-11 for a complete discussion of

utilizing the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 1000 kV DC line right-of-way in Nevada as

Fti EWS, Nova&r M5 H-32
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ajoint utility corridor for the Proposed Project. Rtiponse to comment GP. 10-1 discusses undergrounding

of transmission lin=. h order to drop the voltage of the 345 kV line, several parallel 120 kV or 230
{ kV lines would be required. A system of parallel linm wotid not reduce or eliminate the environmental

impacts of the Proposed Project as discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Find EWS. See response to

comment GP.52-3 for a discussion of SPPCO’Stig loads.

SET # GP.34

GP.341

SET # GP.35

GP.35-1

SET # GP.36

GP.36-1

SET # GP.37

GP.37-1

SET # GP.38

GP.38-1

~FF C-TON

Comment noted. Please see r=ponses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

SwON E-E

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.8-2, GP.28-1, and GP.30-1.

DME PROVOST

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.1-3, GP. 1-3B, and GP.6-1.

ROBERT L. ~S

Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.2-2.

ELLEN - ROGER ENC~ON

Comment noted. Please see response to comment . GP.6-1.

SET # GP.39- ROBERT C. RYAN

GP.39-1 Because of the disturbed mture of the existing landscape and distance from the homes, the

power line is not expected to have a significant impact on property values in the area cited (see Figures

C. 13-18A, C.13-18B, C.13-19A, and C.13-19B of EWS).

SET # GP.40 ~LW C. ~ORNTON

GP.40-1 Discussion of Segment X under “Washoe County” in Section C.8.1.2 of the Find ENS

has been enhanced to include Rancho San Rafael Park.

SET # GP.41

GP.41-1

THOW F. m~L

Please see responsw to comments GP.1-3 md GP.1411 for a complete discussion of

utilizing the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 1000 kV line right-of-way in Nevada as a joint

utility corridor for the Proposed Project. Other dtematives are dso presented in the EWS that would

origkate in eastern Nevada or Oregon and parallel existing transmission lines. Since th=e dtematives

Ftil EWS, Novahr M5 H-33
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(or some combination thereof - see Table B-13 would need to traverse northern Sparks and Reno for

ultimate connection to SPPCO’S North Valley Road Substation, it was concluded that these dtematives

did not offer environmental advantage to that of the Proposed Project because of potential significant

property owner constraints and potential land use, visual, air quality, md EMF impacts (see response to

comment GP.214). Section E.3.3 of the Find EWS has been modified to include a discussion of the

growth-inducement potential of the Proposed Project with respect to joint utility corridor use.

GP.41-2 It is acknowledged that Daggert Canyon is used by migrating waterfowl. The Proposed

Segment A crosses Daggert Canyon in an east-w~t direction near the top of the canyon. Potential

impacts to waterfowl related to collision with tr-rnission lines are addressed in Section C.3.2.2.3 of

the ERS, under hpact H, and in Appendw E. 1. Table C.3-14 of the EWS includes a segrnent-by-

segment analysis of this impact. Migration during foggy weather or under conditions which impair

visibility (including night flight) are identified as high risk collision conditions for waterfowl in Appendix

El.

Mitigation Measure B-21 has been added to provide for a more northerly route across the head of Rock

Creek. h addition, Mitigation Measure B-20 includes marking lines with bird flight diverters in the areas

identified as avian use areas. The Daggert Canyon location referred to in this comment is within Segment

A and would be marked with bird flight diverters. h addition, the area will be monitored for 5 years

after construction of the Proposed Reject to assess the effectiveness of the diverters and the impact of

the transmission line on avian fauna. A contingency plan will be developed prior to project construction

in the event mitigation measures are not entirely successti.

GP.41-3 hpacts on biologid resources are comprehensively addressed in the EMS. How such

impacts may result in sociologi~ and psychologic~ impacts such as tie referenced in this comment is

hig~y individti and subjective in mmre, and not ~ily d~cribed and characterized with respect to the

characteristic of identified groups or population subunits.

~le the sociologic and psychologid impacts of the Proposed Project are beyond the scope of the

visurd analysis, the ERS does provide a comprehensive tiysis of the potential visual impact to Alturas

and vicinity. The EMS further acknowledges that dl segments of the Proposed Project would result in

an adverse visual impact (Section C. 13.2.2.1) and that a cumulative visual impact could occur “if a

viewer’s perception is that the general visual quality of an area is diminished by the proliferation of

visible structures. ”

GP.414 The cutting or thinning of junipers on the north side of Hwy 299 may increase visual

access to the Proposed Project depending on actual structure placement. However, the visual impact

would remain a Class I, significant, unmitigable impact. Comments regarding deer mortality are noted.

H-34

GP.41-5 Bird flight diverters increase visibility and awareness of transmission lines which will

mitigate for potential avian collisions. This issue is discussed in Appendix E. 1 and in Section C.3.2.2.3

of the E~S.
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GP.41% Please see response to comments GP.414 and GP.41-5.

GP.41-7 An entire area of dtemative routing possibilities has been reconsidered in further

addressing the USFS Wodoc NF) Nturas Alignment. This area encompasses possible tapin to the BPA

230 kV line north of the Nturas city golf course and south of Wttlesnake Creek, including the area of

the subject dtemative addressed in this comment. A specific route in this area was dso selected for

malysis as a possible route alternative (Segment B:). This additiond consideration is presented in a

revised Section B.3.4. 1 in this Fti EMS.

It should be noted that, by our cdctiation, the mapped alternative route attached to this comment, with

the remainder of Segment B, is approxtitely 5.0 miles in length, which wodd be 2.1 miles shorter than

Proposed Segment A.

With respect to air qudl~, as stated in Section C.2, the length of Mternative Segment B is approxtitely

30% shorter than the Proposal Se~ent A route. Segment A is approximately 7.1 ties in length, while

Alternative Segment B is 4.6 miles. This restits in a 30% difference in length and in construction

emissions.

With respect to biologid resources, Ntemative Segment B tiyzed in the Drti ENS had few phmt

and few wildife impacts in the vicinity in quwtion. The proposed USFS change wotid place the

transmission line closer to open water habitat in ~ttl~nake Creek, thereby increasing impacts to

waterfowl. hpacts to big game habitat wotid be about the same as Mternative Segment B, however,

impacts to raptors would be somewhat reducd in comparison with Segment A because remote habitats

are avoided. This alternative wotid dso be closer to documented plant communities, such as Mturas

volcanic gravels plant community which is associated with several special status plant species. If the

transmission line is movd closer to Wttlesnake Creek, as the comrnenter’s suggested dtemative would,

the magnitudti of the impact upon waterfowl and riparian habitat wotid be increasingly greater.

Segment A was subjected to an intensive (Class m pedwtrian cdturd resources survey. The survey

crews dld not identify an abandoned mine shaft within the designated survey corridor. The USFS

Mturas Mignment was eliminated from further consideration in the DEWS (seepage B-52) and was not

part of the detailed dysis in the Draft ERS @owever, it has been considered firther for Mls Fmd

EWS as described previously). Under the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic

Preservation Act and implementing regulations found at 36 Cm 800, adverse effects to significant

archaeologic sites whose significance is based on their potential to yield information tiportant in

prehistory or prehistory are rnitigable through scientific data recovery. Thus, through the mitigation

measures establish by Federd re@ation any affects to archaeological sit= in Segment A can mitigated

to a level of less than significant.

Whh respect to geologic resources, the preliminary proposed USFS route dso crosses a potentially active

fault and thus there is no enviromnentd advantage in this regard. The geologic formations rdong the

USFS dtemative would be the same geologid units (Devils Garden Basalt and Alturas Formation as the

along the Proposed Project route (Segment A) except that the Segment A would traverse 1 or 2 more
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miles of more basaltic volcanic rock. As stated in the comment, this could result in more blasting along

Segment A than the alternatives. However, is should be understood that much of the area underlying the

basalt is fractur~ and weathered such that it is not a foregone conclusion that blasting will be required

along Segment A.

The amount and degree of disturbance due to construction wotid be similar along the Proposed Route

(Segment A), the Mternative Segment B, and the USFS Mturas Mignment. Disturbance of the basaltic

rock and soils on the Devils Garden Plateau might be less than along the softer formations along the

alternative routes because overland travel is easier on the firm flat ground of the plateau, and a helicopter

could be used for traversing the steep roc~ slop~, thereby eliminating the need for road building along

some parts of Segment A. Mthough it must be conceded tiat a shorter route generally has less potential

for ground disturbance, it is not certain that this potential could actually be realized, considering the short

distances involved. It is not clear that any significant environmental advantage regarding geology or soils

could be gained by the USFS Nturas Mignment or Ntemative B.

The hydrologic conditions and envirorunenti impacts are very similar along the Proposed Project route

(Segment A), Alternative B, and the USFS Mturas Nignment. The depth to groundwater is the same

and rdl routes would cross intermittent streams and the Pit River. There is no significant hydrological

advantage to Segment B or the USFS alternatives, and these alternatives would involve substation

construction within the Ph River Valley.

Based on review of the comments and our preliminary analysis, the USFS Alturas Aignment would have

lower land use impacts than wotid Alternative Segment B because the USFS Alternative would impact

less residences than wotid Segment B, but it wotid affect more residences than would Segment A. It

wotid dso have greater affects on agricultural land uses. With regard to impact on recreation areas,

please note that the impact to the golf driving range south of the Arrowhead Golf Course has less

significance tian origtily presented in the Draft EWS. The impact on the golf tilving range is now

considered to be adverse, but not significant (Class ~) because the permanent loss of the use of a small

portion of the driving range and interference with tilving golf balls as a result of the presence of the

project structures would not constitute a long-term degradation of the recreational value of a major

recratioti facility. Please see response to comment GP.23-8 for more detailed information. This

alternative would dso have the affects of a land use substation in the Pit River Valley.

The comment regarding consistency of the proposed Devils Garden Substation and Alternative Mill Site

Substation with existing land use plans and policies is noted. As the site of the proposed Devils Garden

Substation is owned by BLM, it dom not have zoning or land use designations. Consistency of the

Proposed Project with Iocd land use plans and policies is addressed in Section C.8 of the Find EIWS.

See the revised setting and impact analysis for the dtemative Mill Site Substation in Section C,8.

The USFS Aturas Nignment wotid probably have slightly reduced noise impacts relative to Segment

B (due to slightly greater distances from sensitive receptors), but still greater than for Segment A due to

closer proximity of sensitive receptors. With respect to public safety and health, this alternative

alignment would probably have slightly reduced potential EMF exposure effects in comparison with

Fti ENS, Novwhr 1995 H-36
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Segment B over the short term due to greater distances from sensitive receptors out stfll greater than for

Segment A), with tils potential dso more likely to grow over the long term due to anticipated residential

development. Whh respect to vanddism and fire hazard, these are considered to be negligible h=ds

regardless of tie-in and substation location, it is agreed that the 3-minute r=ponse time figure is in error-

a response time of about 10 minutes is more appropriate (and this amount of time would be greater than

the 3 minutes that would be required for the Mtil Site). It is disagreed that this alternative would have

less potential effects on property values; because of the closer proximity of more residents and the visual

effects as discussed below, tils alternative would probably have greater effects.

The USFS Nturas Mignment wodd have traffic impacts similar to those of Atemative Segment B, the

primary difference being that the USFS Nignment wodd not cross Warner Road and it would cross

Spicer Me further to the north than the Segment B dignrnent. Both the USFS Mignment and

Atemative Segment B would have greater traffic impacts than Proposed Segment A because they would

cross more roadways than Segment A.

With respect to air safety, the Proposed Segment A passes within 7,000 feet of a runway at the Nturas

Municipal Airport, while the USFS Nternative (which is the same as Nternative Segment B in the

vicinity of the airport) passes within 3,700 feet of a runway. According to the Federd Aviation

Administration @AA), the Segment A impacts can be mitigated by restricting the height of the structures

to 70 feet. The impacts of Segment B, however, cannot effectively be mitigated because the structure

heights would have to be reduced to 37 feet to alleviate the safe~ impacts, which is infeasible for this

project. Segment A is, therefore, preferable to Segment B from an aviation safety perspective.

With respect to visti resources, as mentioned prevhusly the USFS Nturas Mignment was not subjected

to comprehensive evaluation for. reasons described in the ENS (Section B.3 .4.1). Part D presents a

statement comparing the visual impact between Proposed Route Segment A and Ntemative Route

Segment B an~ rwds: “Nternative Segment B wotid resdt in greater visual impacts to the public due

to closer proximity to Mturas. ” This statement is believed to be correct basti on the following: Segment

B would be in closer proximi~ to residences north of Hwy 299, the golf course, residences at the north

end of Warner Avenue, and residences on Mill Street. Segment B wodd dso be more visible to

eastbound motorists on Hwy 299 due to i~ location in open terrain lactig screening by juniper. This

segment (including the Mill Site Nternative Substation Site) wotid more often appear in views as a

prominent foreground and middleground landscape feature than wotid Segment A. Segment A would

be more visible to westbound motorists on Hwy 299 due to the open mture of westerly views to the

Proposed Route from Hwy 299.

Section C. 13 of the ERS acknowledges that the portion of the Proposed Route that crosses the plateau

to the east of Daggert Canyon wodd be visible to portions of northern Mturas and that s~lining

(structures extending above ridgelines) wodd occur in those views. The EWS characterizes the resulting

visual impact as adverse, and acknowledges that structures visible to locations in Mturas wotid be in the

background viewing distance. However, the structures would generally appear as distant features in the

landscape, remaining visually subordinate to other bufit structures in the foreground and middleground
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of those views. Mitigation Measure B-21 has been added to the Fti E~S to provide for a more

northerly route across the head of Rock Creek, thus ~ig the visual effect of skylining structures.

However, even given dl the above and the more detied consideration of the U.S. Forest Service

(Modoc NF) Alturas Nignment in this Find EMS, (see Section B.3.4.1), tils dtemative does not offer

the potential for environmental advantage, but rather is inferior to Proposed Segment A and has been

removed from further consideration as a project alternative.

GP.41-8 The ERS has considered a very wide rrmge of alternatives, some of which have been

given further consideration, based on public comments, particdarly as shown in revised Section B.3,

Section B.4, and throughout Parts C and D of the Find ERS (also see response to comment GP.30-1),

With respect to the scoping process, identification and consideration of rdtematives were clearly an

important component of the process as evidenced by the transcripts of the public scoping meetings and

in the various comments received, many of which were related to alternatives. Handouts, that were

provided and freely available to dl scoping meeting attendees, clearly solicit comments regarding

alternatives (copy provided in EWS Appendw B), and alternatives were addressed in the initial comments

precding the receipt of public scoping comments at the public scoping meetings (as shown in the meeting

transcripts). As for solicitation of comments on the Draft EMS, the entire Draft EMS was subject to

comments, and, of course, this includd the numerous sections of the Draft ENS that addressed

rdtematives.

The Advisory Committee concept was a possible option, not includd in Aspen Environmental Group’s

basic proposal; however, this option was not exercised. The public workshops and hearings enabled

broader participation in the ENS process. Mso, the workshops had a station, or booth, largely devoted

to rdtematives considered in the Draft ERS. h addition, Sierra Pacific had no decision making role in

the determination of which alternatives were considered and dyzed in the Drti ERS. h summary,

alternatives, ticluding rdtematives suggested by the public and other agencies, have been given a very

great ded of attention and consideration throughout the ERS process for this project, including active

solicitation of input from the public.

GP.41-9 The project objective of improved service reliability to the Reno/Lake Tahoe area would

not be affected if hydroelectric power from the Columbia River system is not available since the Proposed

Project improves service reliabfii~ by increasing system import capacity and providing an dtemative

route for power to access the Reno area. The availability of hydroelectric power provides SPPCO with

an economic benefit, not a reliability need. Section A.6.9. 1 has been expanded to provide m update on

the current System Operation Review of the Columbia River system; no preferred operation dterative was

identified in the Draft SOR EIS, so for the purposw of the analysis presented in Section GP.41-9, the

worst case scenario of no hydroelectric power was considered. As noted in Section A.6.9. 1, if

availability of economical hydroelectric power w= eliminated, most of the benefits of the other project

objectives would not be affected.

GP.41-10 The Modoc County Planning Commission’s subject resolution (Resolution 95-06) is

addressed directly in response to comment set PA. 16. It do= not follow that Segments A and B are
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unacceptable since scoping is an ongoing process. However, numerous dtematives bwides Segments A

and B have been considered (see response to comment GP.30-1). For example, the EWS considers an

alternative extending eastward from Mturas to the LADW corridor in northwest Nevada (the Nevada

Mtemative, in Section B.3.4.6.2 ), as well as numerous other transmission alternatives (Section B.3.4.6)

and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Nturas Mignment (see Section B.3.4. 1). Further consideration has

been given to the Nevada Nternative and the USFS Mturas Mignment, as shown in the corresponding

revised sections in the Fiti ERS. k conclusion, a W1 range of reasomble dternativm to the Proposed

Segment A has been considered.

GP.41-11 The EWS Section C. 13.2.2.4 addresses the potential visti impact “to people seeking

outdoor recreatioti activitia in the vicinity of the Proposti Route and states with regard to Proposed

Route Segment HSOl-_: “Some views from the back-country roads in the vicini~ of the

transmission line would be dominated by the transmission line and would rwdt in an adverse impact. ”

As noted by the commenter, the EMS further states that the resulting Class ~ impact would not be

significant due to the relatively smrdl number of visitors to this area. The determination that the area

receives relatively few visitors was basal on constitutions with the federd land management agencies

responsible for administering public lands in this area (the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land

. Management). Mitigation Measure V-8 was recommended to reduce the visual impact to distant viewers.

Redigmnent of the Proposed Route, as the commenter suggests, would eliminate the visual impact to

viewers at the box canyon. However, a similar visual impact wotid occur at the location of the

realignment.

The Devils Garden Mountain Bike Trti is identified in EMS Section C.8. 1.2 under Se~ent A. For

further clarification, Sections C.8.1.2 and C.8.2.2.2, Operations hpacts on Recreationrd Uses, have been

revised in the Fiti ERS.

GP.41-12 - The visual significance of the Daggert Canyon area was identified in consultations with

the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management before preparation of the EWS. The visual

significance of the area was the basis for establishing two Key Observation Points @OP) and for

preparing three visual simulations @igurm C. 13-2B, C. 13-2D, and C. 13-3B) to assess the potential visual

impacts to tils area. See dso response to comment GP.41-11.

Infomtion on Daggert Canyon has been added to the setting md tipact sections. Daggert Canyon is

now reco~ed as a recreation area that wodd be significantly impacted by the Proposed Project. See

response to comment GP.41-11 and Mitigation Measure B-21 of the Fmd E~S.

GP.41-13 It is hereby acknowledged that Crowder Flat Road is dso used as a walking trail. The

land use impacts on tis road are not considered significant.

GP.41-14 Key Observation Point No. 2 was selected ( and corrwponding visual simulations, Figures

C. 13-2B and C. 13-2D, were prepared) as the closwt public viewing point to the private residence in

Daggert Canyon. It is acknowledged that the closer the viewer is to the Proposed Project, the more

prominent the facilities will appa and the more adverse the visual impact wfll be. The EMS
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characterizes the Proposed Project as being located in the middeground distance viewing zone as viewed

from KOP No. 2 and the Project’s resulting visual contrast as “substantial. ” This characterization is

considered representative of (though not identicd to) the visual impact that would be experienced at the

private residence in Daggert Canyon. Response to comment GP. 126-1 provides a thorough explanation

of the visual analysis methodology utilized.

The greatest potential for impact on property value resdting from the Proposed Project is in rural

environments, but neither CEQA nor NEPA require mitigation for purely economic impacts. See

response to comment GP.2-2 for a discussion of compensation due to degradation of property values.

Mitigation Measure B-21 has been added to the FM ERS to provide for a more northerly route across

the head of Rock Creek, thus ~ig the visual effect of skylining structures.

GP.41-15 The Sierra Pacific survey crew noted in this comment were collecting property line

information and section comer locations using helicopter and GPS equipment. At the direction of CPUC,

the CDFG was instructed to monitor these surveys to ensure that adequate buffer distances were

maintained to protect wfldife resources. Because of staff shortages, Ms. Mosley, a qualified wildlife

biologist, was authorized by CDFG to conduct the monitoring for the CPUC.

GP.41-16 hpacts to biological rmourc~ as a rwuk of construction of permanent access roads are

addressed in Appendm E.5. Loss of deer and antelope habitat, rare plant impacts, and other impacts to

biological resources are addressed in Section C.3.2.2 in the Find ERS.

The height of pole structures determines the height of the center portion of the transmission line span

which is generally several feet lower. Raising or lowering the structures to increase or decrease height

of transmission line at the center of the span is not known to affect the potential for avian collisions. The

structures themselves are higMy visible and collisions are believed to occur primarily in the center portion

of the span. However, the factors which seem to affect avian collisions seem to be related to the total

number of times birds are required to fly over the transmission lin~ during feeding or other daily

activities.

GP.41-17 See response to comment GP.41-7. Based on the map attached to the comrnenter’s letter,

it appears the old mine shaft is outside the survey corridor for this project.

GP.41-18 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and future utility corridor ramifications. Constructing and operating a

new utility corridor in Modoc County would further increase disturbance to residential uses, degradation

of the quality of residential uses, disturbance to recreatioti US=, degradation of the quality of .

recreational uses, loss of agricultural land, and interference with agricultural activities associated with

operation of existing utility corridors and other industrid development.

GP.41-19 Prairie falcons have been documented in the Daggert Canyon rimrock habitat. Avoidance

periods and buffer zones for this species have been included in revised Table C.3-13 . There were no
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observations of peregrine falcons in the Daggert Canyon area during spring, fall, or winter surveys. This

portion of the project area is not included in the known range for the peregrine falcon.

Based on conversations with lod district biologists who have been surveying the area for 20 years, it

is tiikely that a peregrine falcon wotid nest in this vicinity of the Proposed Project. Peregrine may

migrate through the area, however. The nearest known peregrine falcon nest in the project vicinity is

in the Honey LAe Valley.

GP.41-20 It is assumed that the duration of impact would be rougMy 15 years based on the average

estimated recovery period for vegetation in the region. The period of compensation was set at 50 years

based on the assumption that potential yield from enhancement of offsite compensation lands would

dtinish over time. After 50 years, it is presumed that no new yield wodd be rdtied.

The area of offsite compensation and the values used in the formtias are dl subject to find approval by

BLM, CPUC, CDFG, US~S, and USFS. At this time, we are not aware of data that would support

the assumption that the period of impact is greater than 15 years.

All significant impacts to rare plants, jurisdiction wedands, plant communities, and wildife habitat are

mitigated in whole or in part by offsite compensation. The minimum ratio of ‘acres of compemation”

to ‘acres of impact= used in the ENS is 0.9 to 1, and in some cases was cdctiated at a ratio of 1.5 to

1. These ratios take into account the sensitivi~ of the habitats affected and the low potential for complete

ratoration of the affected habitats. A ratio of less than 1 to 1 is justifid for temporary impacts because

at least 10% of the existing functions and vduw of the affected biologid resources will be ratored

witiln 15 years of the project completion. Offsite compensation is ody intended to mitigate for the

residud impacts that would remain even after restoration is complete. Potential cumulative impacts to

biological resources were considered in the assessment of impact significance.

In many cases wildlife habitat fragmentation has occurred in the vicinity of tie Proposed Project due to

recreational off-road vehicle travel. This issue was considered in the offsite compensation formtia used

for impacts related to increased acc=s (see Table C.3-11 and C.3-13a). Please dso refer to response to

comment A. 142.

GP.41-21 The estimated area of montane meadow wetlands that wotid be affected at the Pit River

crossing incorporates the estimated area of temporary disturbance caused by erection of the structure(s)

as currently proposal. Fiti area of impact wtil be determined following preconstruction surveys, as

specified in the Fti ERS.

GP.41-22 Rows of trees were considered as a mitigation measure for avian collision impacts.

Origitily this recommendation was made for the Pit River Crossing at Proposal Segment A and

Alternative Segment B. However, upon further consideration and consultation with experts, Wls

mitigation measure was believed to be ineffective and might actily cause birds to be funneled into the

open water portion of the crossing where trees would not be present. This funnel action was thought to

be detriment to avian populations and the mitigation measure was not included in the EWS.

FM ENS, Novabr U95 H41



.- —... —

P~T H. MSPONSE TO COWNTS

GP.41-23 This comment refers to Mitigation Measure C-7 under hpact 4 of Section C.4.2.2, which

was developed to offset the impact to integrity of setting, feeling, or association of the lnfemal Caverns

Battleground and Memorial Monument location. Furthermore, as described Mitigation Measure C-7,

the land exchange/interpretive development plan is in the conceptual stage and would be subject to an

Environment Assessment by the BLM. The adverse and beneficial impacts of the plan would be

addressed in the Environmental Assessment. The BLM, has prepared a draft Management Plan for the

Meti Caverns. The BLM in concert with the Applicant, intends to go forward with implementation

of the plan. See response to comment OC.2-1.

E~S Section C.8. 1.2, under Segment C describes the cultural and recreational resources of the Infemd

Caverns Battleground and Memorial Monument. Section C.8.2.2.2 describes the impact to the

recreational use of these areas as significant, non mitigable.

GP.41-24 Under the direction of the BLM, the Aspen team ethnographer developed a comprehensive

contact list of Native American groups and other individuals based on information provided by the

California Native American Heritage Commission, California State Historic Preservation Office, BLM,

Coordimtor and Director Citizen Mert Native kerican Program, Sierra Pacific Power Company, and

Dr. Clyde Woods, Woods ~turd Research, hc. None of these groups or individuals identified the

names of the indlvidtis cited in the comment letter. However, Mr. Lumas Jackson, Chair of the Pit

River hdian Council was contacted.

GP.41-25 See response to comment GP.41-14.

GP.41-26 As noted in the referenced text, the WRCS identifies a “general” north-south corridor

through the region of the Proposed Project as a “future,” not existing, corridor. As discussed in this text

and in response to comment GP. 1-3, the existing and proposed corridors presented in the WRCS are

identified by fie Western Utility Group. The BLM and USFS utilize the corridor studies as reference

documents in the development of Land Management Plans and Forest Plans, respectively, and when

considering land use decisions. Section E.3.3, Potential Groti-Inducing Effects, has been expanded in

the Fti E~S to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the

Proposed Project, including expansion of the Border Town Substation and future utility corridor

ramifications. No where in the EMS is it stated that the Proposed Project “follows” an existing or

proposed utility corridor.

GP.41-27 The availability of hydroelectric power provides SPPCO with an economic benefit, not a

system need. Section A.6.9. 1 has been expanded in the Find ENs to provide an update on the current

System Operation Review of the Colubia River system and how it would affect SPPCO’Saccess to the

Pacific Northwest power market. See response to comment GP.41-9.

GP.41-28 The upgrading of the BPA 230 kV transmission line is not a present or future requirement

of the Aturas 345 kV Transmission Lme Project. Therefore, the consideration

modification or upgrading of the 230 kV line at some time in the fiture is outside

ENS.
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GP.41-29 See revisions to Section A.6.9. 1 in the Fti EWS.

GP.41-30 The proposed phase shifter has been sized accordingly for a 300 MW transfer capacity.

See revisions to Section A.6.3.3 in the Find EWS.

GP.41-31 Section A.6.5 discusses the need to terminate the Proposed Project and identified

rdtematives at the North Vrdley Road Substation. See r=ponses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 14-11 for

a complete discussion of utiliziig the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 1000 kV

line right-of-way in Nevada as a joint utflity corridor for the Proposed Project. As noted in Section

B.3.4.6.2 of the Draft’ ERS, the 2000-foot separation distance was the BLM-approved separation

distance for the Southwest htertie Project (approved 500 kV line in a 345 kV line corridor). This section

has been expanded in the Finrd EMS to elaborate on required utility separation distances through urban

areas and resultant environmental impacts. Earthquake were cited as an “example” of how a

simultaneous failure could occur. See response to comment GP. 1417 for a discussion of distributing

power to the Reno area from the Tracy Substation via 120 kV lines.

GP.41-32 The cultural resources survey team was provided the EC-660’ line list of landowners and

notification requirements. Sierra Pacific Power Company was notified in advance of where the survey

crews wotid be in order to comply with individud landowner requirements. Your property was surveyed

by the cultural resources crew. If for some reason you were not properly notified, we apologize for any

inconvenience this may have caused.

GP.41-33 See response to comment GP.30-1 for a discussion of the numerous rdtematives considered

and the screening process. See responses to comments GP. 1-3 and

LADWP line a joint utility corridor for the Proposed Project.

Section E.3.3 Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has been expanded

GP.1411 regarding use of the

in the Find ERS to include a

more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including

expansion of the Border Town Substation and future utility corridor ramifications. See response to

comment GP.41-18 for a discussion of utility corridor impacts on Modoc County. See response to

comment GP. 14-17 for a discussion of distributing power to the Reno area horn the Tracy Substation via

120 kV lines.

In conclusion, a ml range of reasomble dtematives has been considered. The Modoc County Planning

Commission’s subject resolution @esolution 95-06) is addressed directiy in response to comment set

PA. 16.

GP.41-34 See responses to comments GP.41-9 and GP.41-27.

GP.41-35 Rechecking the Federd Emergency Management Agency @EMA) maps @anel 825 of

1225, dated 1984) in r~ponse to your comment indicates that the narrowest parts of the 100-year

floodplain, as daignated by FEMA, are indeed along the Proposed Project corridor (Segment A) and the

rdtemative corridor (Segment B). As shown on Table C-7-2, the 100-year floodplain along the Proposed

FM EWS, NovaMr W5 H43
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Project corridor is no more than about 2400 feet wide and will require 1 or 2 structures to span the area,

The outline of the floodplain is quite irre@ar and very wide in places, so if one doesn’t bow precisely

where the Proposed line will be, the floodplain may appear wider.

It should be understood that although it may be advantageous from both an economic and environmental

standpoint to avoid floodplains, structures are routinely built in floodplain conditions and perform

satisfactorily. These structures do not cr=te any adverse conditions (see list in section C.7.2. 1) that

cannot be rducd to levels of insignificance through proper design and mitigation. The structures will

not significantly affect the floodplain and the flooding will not adversely affect the structures. As

discussed in section C.7.2.2. 1 several mitigation measures will be implemented to minimize scour,

erosion, flooding, and water quality impacts. For example, construction will occur ofly during times

of low water mitigation Measure H-3). Other mitigation measure will be H-1, H-2, HA, H-5, and H-6.

The entire design, construction, and operation of the project will be reviewed and monitored by the

responsible government agencia and by environment monitors who will be in the field to ensure that

the proper procedures are followed.

SET # GP.42 BWON GE~Y

GP.42-1 Comment notd. Please see rwponses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1. Section

A.6.2.2 provides a discussion of SPPCO’S existing supply system. The use of geothermal resources as

an alternative to the Proposed Project is discussed in Section B.3 .4.4 of the EMS.

SET # GP.43 ~Y ~ STEPHEN THEE~S

GP.43-1 Comment noted. Ple~e see responses to

SET # GP.M S~EY ~ Cm BAC~

comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

GP.~1 Comment noted. Please see rmponses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.45 NC- W. ~WTT

GP.45-1 Comment noted. Please see r=ponses to comments GP. 1-3, GP.6-1 and GP. 1411.

SET # GP.46 ~SON B~SON

GP.46-1 Please see response to cement GP.25-1.

GP.46-2 Comment noted. Plae see responses to cement GP.28-1, GP.30-1 and GP.52-3.

SET # GP.47 LEA NE~ON MC-LEN

GP.47-1 Comment noted.
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SET # GP.48 ~GUEWm PEREZ

GP.48-1 Plae see response to comment GP.28-1.

GP.4S-2 See response to comment GP.30-1.

SET # GP.49 ~LLE S. WY

GP.49-1 Please see responses to comments GP.41-7 and GP.41-10 for a discussion of Modoc

County dternativ~. Note that Nternative Segment B, which is Ayzed tily in the EWS, and the

USFS Alturas Nignment both avoid the subject ridgeline. The USFS Mignment has dso been given

firther consideration, as presented in a revised Section B.3.4.1 in the Find ERS.

See response to comments GP.6-1 and GP. 10-1 for discussions of project impacts and undergrounding

of transmission linm, respectively.

SET # GP.50 B~LY _ ~ENE ROBERTS

GP.50-1 Section E.3.3.3.5 has been added in the FM EWS to include a discussion of the growth

inducing effects of expanded telecommunications within the Proposed Project region.

SET # GP.51 DA~ ST-ANON

GP.51-1 Section C.8. 1.2, Segment X - Washoe County, has been expanded.to include a discussion

of potential land use impacts at Rancho San Rafael Park. While portions of the Proposed Project may

be visible from Mcho San Rafael Park, much of the Proposed Project from Angle Point YOl to X03

would be scre~nd from view by intervening terrain.

GP.51-2

GP.51-3

modification.

Please see responses to comments FP.8-2 and GP.52-2.

Transmission line strucmres offer perching opportunities for raptors even without

However, in some casw there are specird stares mammal and bird species in the vicinity

of the Proposed Project which require protection. h these areas, Mitigation Measure B-23 (ENS

Section C.3.2.2.3, under tipact 13) requires perch guards to prevent raptors from using the transmission

line structures

GP.514

SET # GP.52

GP.52-1

as perches from which they can prey upon protected species.

See response to comment GP. 10-1.

ELMER R. RUSCO

Please see response to comment GP.51-1.
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GP.52-2 We understid your concern for your community, ftiy, and fiends and your comments

will be considered in the ~ decision on this project. A literature review on the health effects of

magnetic fields is included in the ENS in Section C.1O.1.5 and the current EMF Mitigation policy in

California is discussed in Section C.1O.2.3.1. See dso response to comment GP.8-2.

As presented in TableC.8-1, dl residences within the vicinity of the Proposed Project would be at least

300 feet away from the transmission line (with the exception of a single-family residence on Segment L

and an apartment complex on Segment X). As presented on Figures C. 10-3 through C. 10-10 in the

ERS, the electric and magnetic field vrdues at 300 feet from the project centerline would be less than

0.1 kV/m and less than 2.0 mG (normrd and peak Ioadmg), respectively, for dl structure cotilgurations

(230 kV vs 345 kV, single-pole vs. H-fiarne). At a distance of 300 feet, the electric and magnetic field

values are comparable to common household appliances (see Tables C. 10-1 and C. 10-2).

GP.52-3 Section A.6.2.3 summarizes the existing and future limitations of SPPCO’S system.

Service lirnitatiom currently are being experienced for existing mining loads. Future (Summer, 1997)

limitations are based on projected growth of the Reno~ake Tahoe region.

GP.524 See response to comment GP. 10-1.

SET # GP.53 C~OLE L. BO~

GP.53-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.28-1. There are no hewn effects

of EMF on ground or surface water.

GP.53-2 Comment noted. See response to comment GP.30-1.

SET # GP.54 BE~RLY ~ EDW~ EASTWOOD

GP.541 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 14-11.

SET # GP.55 EDW~ G~MO

GP.55-1 Comment noted. Pl~e

SET # GP.56 DOREEN ORNER

see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

GP.56-1 Discussion with CounW Assessors indicates a belief that few properties would be

me=urably affected by the proposed power line. The recommended mitigation measure is considered

to be appropriate and consistent with CEQA and NEPA, which contain no requirements to mitigate for

purely economic impacts.
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SET # GP.57 LO- U

GP.57-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.6-1 .

SET # GP.58 DOUGLN ~~

GP.58-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.59 -ERLY _~G

GP.59-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2.

GP.59-2 See response to comment GP.30-1.

GP.59-3 The Proposed Project wotid be in compliance with dl of the guidelines md requirements

of the FAA. It wotid have an impact on aviation safety and operations; however, the impacts wotid not

be significant according to the FAA because the structures and wires would be below the FAA-defined

height thresholds for mvigable airspace. Mthough there wotid be an adverse impact, to the flight paths

for general aviation and emergency aircraft, the flight paths wodd not be destroyed, and as such the

impact is not considered to be signifimt (Class ~.

SET # GP.60 TERRY ~Y

GP.60-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.28-1. .

SET # GP.61 ~ B. ~
.

GP.61-1 Upon further review, Mitigation Measure L-13 has been included in the Fti EMS as

a “recommendation” due to the fact that neither the CPUC nor the BLM have the authority to implement

or enforce setbach on future projects that are not under their jurisdiction. At their discretion, local

jurisdictions may implement this measure by establishing setback through lod ordinances.

Please see rmponse to comment GP. 1324 regarding impacts to property values.

SET # GP.62 ~CE~ WGER

GP.62-1 ~ Comment noted. Please see rmponse to cohent GP.28-1.

SET # GP.63 L-Y D. S~R

GP.63-1 Please see response to comment GP.25-1.

GP.63-2 Comment noted. See response to comment GP.28-1.
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GP.63-3

SET # GP.64

GP.641

See response to comment GP.30-1.

~BECCA M. ZAT~

Key Observation Point No. 17 was established on Copperfield Road in the vicinity of

Longview Lane. The visual @ysis for this key observation point is presented in Section C. 13.2.2.4,

under Segment X, of the ENS. A visual simulation of the Proposed Project is presented as Figure C. 13-

17B. As shown in tils figure, the Proposed Project would traverse the lower slopes of Peavine Peak just

up from the existing radroad tracks.

GP.642 Potential impacts to wildife resources related to constmction of the proposed transmission

line are discussed in Section ‘C.3.2.2.3 of the EWS. Mitigation Measures B-9 through B-23 sewe to

rtiuce impacts to wildlife to levels that are not significant. The measures include preconstmction surveys

to identify occupied nests, avoidance periods for sensitive habitats, buffer zones during construction and

operation @elicopter flight restrictions), and biological monitors to veri~ that mitigation is implemented

as intended.

GP.643 Comment noted. Pleme see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.65 ~~ Dm

GP.65-1 The impacts to Modoc County due to the Proposed Project and dtemative alignments are

summarized in Part D, Mternative Comparison, of the EMS. Plae see response to comment GP.6-1

for a summary of project impacts.

SET # GP.66 BE~ SC~C~R

GP.66-1

SET # GP.67

GP.67-1

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

LA ~LLE BROG~

The crac~ing sound associated with high voltage transmission lines on damp days is a

phenomenon known as a “corona”. This ustily occurs at the structure locations rather than in the

middle of the span. In order to alleviate this effect, it is standard procedure to install a fixture known

as a corom ring where the transmission line attachm to the structure. Corona rings will be installed on

structures throughout the length of the Proposed Project.

SET # GP.68 JO~ RAY

GP.68-1 Your concerns with radio interference are well-founded. Section C. 10.2.3.2 of the EIWS

discusses radio and television interference. Within tils section it is noted that the Applicant has a radio

~d television interference program in place that will assist residences near the line in resolving any

reception interference that occurs due to tils project.
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SET # GP.69

GP.69-1

SET # GP.70

GP.70-1

SET # GP.71

GP.71-1

SET # GP.72

GP.72-1

SET # GP.73

GP.73-1

SET # GP.74

GP.7A1

SET # GP.75

~CHAEL ~TC~R ~ HOWARD HANSEN

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1

~LM S. BOGLE

Comment notd. Please see response to comment GP.28-1.

STEPHEN G. LEONARD

Comment noted. Pl=e see responses to comments GP.28-1

W~EN OPPERMAN

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1

~ D. LANG

Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411. .

TARA A. AND GEORGE S. BAY

Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

RON AND DEBI CWSTE~SZ

and GP.3&l.

and GP.3@l .

and GP.30-1 .

GP.75-1 - Comment noted. Please see respomes to comments GP.28-1, GP.30-1, and GP.52-3.

Golden eagles are a mobile species. Nest sites observed in use by golden eagles during one nesting

season may not be used by golden eagles the following year. Golden eagles establish pair bonds and

begin to build or occupy nest sites each year around March. N=ts btit by golden eagles may be used

by owl species, magpies, or other raptor species. Therefore, it is diffictit to map n=t sites without a

concerted effort over a nesting period. h contrast, pronghom antelope return to the same Moldingareas

each year. These areas have been mapped and are a much more stationary resource.

Preconstruction surveys, specified in Mitigation Measure B-14, wotid determine golden eagle and other

birds of prey nesting in the project area. These nest sites would be protected during construction of the

Proposed Project. Construction restrictions applied in the vicinity of Kdding areas are listed in Table

C.3-12 of the EWS.

SET # GP.76 DON, JOY, AND JAY -OLD

(
GP.76-1 Please see respomes to comments GP.28-1 and GP.67-1 .
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GP.76-2 As pointed out by the commenter, there are earthquake faults in proximity to the proposed

Alturas Transmission Line. Such faults are quite common in the western U.S. and virtually no project

of this magnitude can avoid them completely. However, it is possible to design structures to resist

collapse during earthquake shaking and, in fact, the design of the structures for withstanding stresses

imposed by winds are generally greater than the strmsw that would be caused by most earthquakes.

Mitigation Measures G-2 through G-6 (ER Section C.6.2.2.1) discuss investigations and design measures

that would be undertaken to reduce the impacts of fatiting and earthquakes to a level of non-significance.

It should be emphasized that large earthquak~ on the fatits in this region have exceedingly long

recurrence intervals which means that the time between destructive earthquakes is comrnody several

thousand yems to more than 10,000 years. Considering these long recurrence intervals the likelihood is

very small that a large earthquake will occur during the lifetime of the transmission line.

Furthermore, if a strucmre were to topple, power wodd automaticrdly be shut off and any damage should

be minor, as evidenced by the ~, if any, damage that has occurred from transmission lines during

the major earthquakes of this century. There would be no ecologid “disaster”.

GP.7&3 See responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

GP.7W The discussion of the fipact of corona noise under “Operational tipacts” in Section

C.9.2.3 has been substantially expanded. The conditions under which a significant noise impact could

occur are precisely stated. No raidences in the Horizon Hills area meet the conditions for a significant

impact from corona noise because they are more than 1,200 feet from the proposed transmission line

corridor.

GP.76-5 See responses to comments GP. 1417, GP.3@l, and GP.52-3.

GP.7&6 The use of geothermrd resources as an alternative to the Proposed Project is discussed in

Section B.3.4.3 of the Fti ENS.

GP.76-7 See response to comment GP.25-1.

SET # GP.77 C- F-Y

GP.77-1 Comment noted. Plme see r=ponses to comments GP.6-1

SET # GP.78 SEW~ B&DA AND ~ -NO-BWDA

and GP.30-1.

G.P.78-1 Comment notd. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1. The proposed

transmission line would span the creek area and, therefore, there would be no biological impacts to this

area. Mso see Mitigation Measures B-14 and B-16 in Section C.3.2.2.3 of the EMS regarding

protection of wildlife raources, including raptor nests, during construction. Meadowlarks are not a
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special status species in the project area. ~erefore, they are not required to be addressed in this

document. However, nesting habitat for this species will not be affected by the Proposed Project.

SET # GP.79 PAUL N. AND DORO~ 0. RE~SC~DER

GP.79-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.28-1.

SET # GP.80 PAMELA ROBERT

GP.80-1 Comment noted. As discussed in Section C. 13.2.2.3 and illustrated on Figure C. 13-18B,

in the vicini~ of University Ridge, the Proposed Project wotid appear as a prominent feature in the

middleground distance zone. Mthough the proposed facilities would be very prominent as viewed from

several locations, the anticipated visurd impact wodd be adverse, but not significant (Class ~ due to

the disturbti nature of the existing Iands=pe and pr=ence of urban development and several similar built

features.

GP.80-2 Your comments on the effects of EMF on children ~e noted and wtil be considered in the

find decision. Please see r=ponse to comment GP.8-2 .

SET # GP.81 DOUG GOODALL

GP.81-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.6-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.82 SUSAN MC CL~

GP.82-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.83 DOUG ~RSON

GP.83-1 Comment noted. Please see respomes to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.84 S~ONS F=Y

GP.841 Comment noted. Please see responsw to comments GP. 1417, GP.28-1, GP.30-1, and

GP.52-3.

SET # GP.85 JACK AND JE~R MODES

GP.85-1 Comment noted. Please see responses

GP.59-3.

to comments GP.1O-1, GP.28-1, GP.30-1, and
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SET # GP.86 ROBERT E. ~C~LL

GP.86-1 Comment noted. Please see r~ponses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.87 ~SE A. ~ DOLORES J. CASTRO

GP.87-1 Comment noted. Please see rwponses to comments GP.6-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.88 RONALD ~ ROSE~ BEJCEK

GP.88-1 The side-by-side comparison between the proposed route through Secret Valley and the

East Secret Valley Mignment has been considered further and documented in a revised Part D, in the

Fiti EMS.

GP.89-1 Please see responses to comments GP. l@l, GP.28-1, GP.30-1, and GP.59-3.

We understand your concern about potential health risks for your family. In your letter you wanted to

know the types of tests that have been performed on EMF. A brief description of some of the studies

and tests performed to date were addrmsed in the ERS in Section C. 10.1.5. A more comprehensive

analysis of studies pefiormed on EMF is available in a book titld ‘Hdth Effects of Low-Frequency

Electric and Magnetic Fields” which was prepared by an Oak Ridge Associated Universities Panel for

The Committee on hteragency Radiation Rwearch and Policy Coordination and published in June of

1992.

SET # GP.90. NC- COOK

GP.90-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.30-1.

SET # GP.91 ROY BOGART

GP.91-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.30-1.

SET # GP.92 KEN BOGART

GP.92-1 Comment noted. The land use and visual impacts of the Proposed Project in the Long

Vrdley area are discussed in Sections C.8 and C. 13 of the Find EMS. Please see response to comment

GP.30-1.

SET # GP.93 ROBERT AND CAROLE HE~Z

GP.93-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.
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SET # GP.94 ~A~ S. POOLE

GP.941 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.6-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.95 S-A L. BKmON

GP.95-1 The issue of ruts formed during wet weather was examined in detail by BLM and CDFG

soil scientists and botanists during the Tuscarora Project. Based on tils examination, the standard for

determining if the vertisol soils were too wet for construction wotid be ruts of 6“ or more, for more than

100 feet. The ratiotie on the 6“ depth is due to the sti-swell mture of the vertisol soils. Even when

the vertisols are bone dry, vehicles will leave ruts of 2 to 3 inchw because of the “pu@” mture of the

top portion of these soils. The 6“ standard is a reasomble approach to determining if the vertisol soils

are “too wet”. If the ruts are more than 100 feet long, the wet soil conditions are likely to be

widespread. On non-vertisol sofls (everything else), 3 inches was selected as a reasomble depth to

determine if the soils are “too wet.”

SET # GP.96 CATHY S. ENDO

GP.96-1 Comment notd. Please see r=ponses to comments GP.28-1 ad GP.30-1.

SET # GP.97 R~ H. MT

GP.97-1 Comment notd. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1. Section A.6

of the EWS discusses the need and economic benefits of the Proposed Project-

SET # GP.98 LARRY AND ~~ BRO~

Segment A) appears, on balance, to result inGP.98-1 The proposed crossing of tie Pit River @y

the lowest overall impact relative to possible crossing points either east or west from Segment A. With

respect to Infeti Caverns (for which the Batieground Memorial Monument is located approximately

1.4 miles to the east of the proposed route), the reader is referral to Section C.4.2.2 (of the ERS) for

a discussion of mitigation of impacts on site context. For the area at the head of Daggert Canyon, an

dtemative route and reduced tower height have been given firther consideration in the Find ENS (see

Mitigation Measure B-21).

SET # GP.99 TOM AND L~A G~

GP.99-1 All potential jurisdiction wetlands in the project study corridor were delineated according

to the methods described in the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE 1987) Wetland Delineation

Manual. This manual relies on indicators such as soils, drainage patterns, and vegetation. Jurisdictioml

wetlands etilbit diagnostic characteristics even during a drought.
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Mthough vetily wet areas occur in the study area for Segment A of the Proposed Project, these sites

do not meet the criteria for jurisdictioti wetlands as defined by the USACE. Some of the stream

crossings such as Rock Creek may be considered jurisdiction waters, but do not possess adjacent

wetlands. The Proposed Project will not require construction of a new vehicle crossing at Rock Creek.

Therefore no direct impacts to this stream and its adjacent habitats are anticipated.

SET # GP.1OO DOLO= WY

GP.1OO-1 Please see response to comment GP.25-1.

GP.1OO-2 Comment noted. See responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

GP.1OO-3 See responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2.

GP.1OO4 The impact of corom noise is discussed in detail in respome to comment GP.764, and

that from wire whistling in response to comment TR.241. There wotid occur no significant noise impact

at a distance of 2000 or more feet from the proposed transmission line.

SET # GP.101 ~CIS BWLARD

GP.101-1 Please see responses to comments GP.204, GP.23-6, GP.41-7, andGP.41-11.

The sentence referral to in this comment explains that interference with adjacent land uses (i.e., increases

in air emissions, noise, traffic, or other land use disturbances) wotid be less in the rural area of Modoc

County crossed by the proposal route than in a more developed area. It was not meant to imply that the

visual impacts of the proposti line would not be important due to the rural mture of the proposed route

in Modoc CotiW.

SET # GP.102 ~0- R. ANDERSON

GP.102-1 Comment noted. Segment Z has been considered to be environmentally superior to the

corresponding portion of Proposti Segment W. However, a further shifi of the route to the east would

bring about greater impacts due to ground and habitat disturbance associated with access and construction

of the transmission line, as well as potentially incraed visual impacts with greater elevation of the line.

GP.102-2 The proposal route and alternative routes within the subject area have been subjected to

detailed environment dysis in the EMS. In addition, numerous dtematives to routing in the subject

area have been comidered in the ERS, including tie No Project Alternative, various transmission

alternatives for bringing power in from the east (see Section B.3.4.6), generation dtematives (Section

B.3.4.4), system etiancement alternatives (Section B.3.4.5), and alternative alignments that would pass

to the east of Petersen Mountain @astside Routes 1 and 2, Section B.3.4. 1) ). Further consideration has

been given to the Nevada Mtemative ad Eastside Routes 1 and 2 in revised Sections B.3.4.6 and
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B.3.4. 1, respectively, in the Finrd EMS. No alternatives were considered to be superior to the proposed

route in combination with Segment Z.

SET # GP.103 ~. ~ =. C. -ON

GP.103-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.6-1, GP.8-2, GP.30-1, GP.51-1,

and GP.80-1.

SET # GP.104 ~RO~ BYCZEK

GP.10&l Please see responses to comments GP.25-2 (second paragraph) and GP.64-1.

GP.1042 The impact of corona noise is discussed in detail in response to comment GP.764. No

significant noise impacts wotid occur at a distance of 2000 or more feet from the proposed transmission

line.

GP.1043 See response to comment GP.20-2.

GP.1OH Aside from the temporary disturbmce and indwect impacts associated with construction

of the Proposed Project, there wotid be no impacts to the species listed in this comment. The

transmission line wodd be suspended over wfldife habitats, and terrestrial species, such as the ones noted

in this comment. These species would not be impacted by the overhead lines. . A transmission line

currently exist in the Peavine Peak area to the southwest of Horizon Hills. Populations of a variety of

wildlife species, including mountain lions, have not suffered losses.

See response to comment GP.2-2 for a discussion of property value impacts.

GP.1045 The energized conductors of the tr-mission line are protected from lightning strikes by

the shield wires. Any lightning strikes sustained by the shield wires are routed safely to ground through

the grounded steel structures. The possibtiity of forestirange fires caused by lightning strikes which occur

away from the line is the same as if the line was not located in the area. See response to comment

GP. 19-6 regarding impacts due to high winds.

GP.10ti See response to comment GP.52-3 for a summary of SPPCO’Sexisting and fiture system

limitations.

SET # GP.105 CHG ~LER

GP.105-1 Bird flight diverters wodd be attachd to the shield wires. The transmission lines

themselves are several inches Wick and are visible. For clarification, please see revisions to Section

C.3.2.2.3, Bird Collisions, in the Find ERS. Appendix E.2 of the Draft ERS discusses documented

studies of bird electrocutioticollision potential in more detail.

H-55



..

P~T H. WPONSE TO COWNTS

GP.105-2 Studies which document collision rates involve surveys for dead birds beneath transmission

lines. Collisions are not usually observed. Researchers have noted a higher incidence of bird deaths on

days when visibility is poor due to wather conditions. A percentage of the collisions are expected to

occur at night or during inclement weather.

k general, migrating birds fly at very high altitudes. Such flight behavior wotid not be affected by

transmission lines at the heights indicated in the project description. Mso, during inclement weather

migration is delayd as flight is difficult under such conditions. k addition, it is acbowledged in the

Final ERS that during periods of poor visibility the effectivenms of bird flight diverters is rtiuced.

GP.105-3 Please see Section B.2. 1 of the Fti ENS regarding route selection and the process used

to avoid routes that would significantly impact biologi~ resources. Please dso note that the transmission

line would be maintained on an annual basis and impacts to resources as a result of these activities have

been included in the impact tiysis. The transmission line would be suspended over wildlife habitat as

you have noted. Terrestrial species wotid not be impacted by this overhead structure. The lines

themselves and the stmctures would impact avian speci~ and some of the prey species of raptors. This

is discussti in Section C.3.2.2.3.

GP.1054 Please see response to comment GP. 135-14. Cumulative impacts to cultural resources are

discussti in Section 4.2.3 of the ERS. Supplement cultural resource surveys have been conducted

on proposti constmction access road improvements. The results of this study are provided in Appendix

I of the FM ERS.

GP.105-5 See responses to comments GP.6-1 and GP.3@l.

SET # GP.106 J= E-GA

GP.106-1 The impacts mentioned in this comment (e.g., visual, land use) have been fully assessed

in the ERS. h addition, numerous alternatives to the Proposed Project Segment A and Atemative

Segment B in the Alturas area have been considered. For ex~ple, the EWS considers an dtemative

extending eastward from Mturas to the LAD~ corridor in northwest Nevada, as well as numerous other

transmission alternatives (see Section B.3.4.6.2 ), and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Alturas Alignment

(Section B.3.4. 1). Further consideration has been given to the Nevada Nternative and the USFS Alturas

Nignrnent, as well as alternative routing at the head of Daggert Canyon, in the corresponding sections

of the Find E~S. k conclusion, a Ml range of reasonable alternatives has been considered. Modoc

County comments and resolutions are addressed directly ’in response to comment set PA. 16.

SET # GP.107 CAROL~ LONGLAND

GP.107-1 Comment noted. Please see respomes to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1,
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SET # GP.108 ~LM S. LONGL-

GP.108-1 Mitigation measures for plant and _ impacts are described in Section C.3 of the

EMS. Principal impacts to special status species or unique plant communities have been ahnost entirely

avoided in the project d=ign by shiftiig the centerline away from these resourcm. Mitigation Measure

B-2 prescribes mitigation for impacts to the altered andwite plant community; no impacts to the altered

andesite buckwheat are anticipated. Construction activities wtil be monitored to prevent inadvertent

impacts to special status plant poptiations or the altered andesite plant communities.

Mitigation Measure B-8 specifies the steps that will be taken to prevent introduction or dispersd of non-

native specim such as medusahead (Taeniathemm caput-medmae).

GP.108-2 Please see responses to comments GP.3@l and GP.52-3.

SET # GP.109 WY TOLENO

GP.109-1 The referenced text in the Executive Summary does not present rationale for selection of

the proposed route; rather, it summarizes the resdts of the visual analysis presented in Section C. 13.

The referenced passage dow not indi=te that there are few numbers of viewers along the entire route,

but d~cribes those back+ountry portions of the route generally accessible ody by four-wheel drive

vehicles. The next paragraph in that sections ummarizes the impact of those portions of the Proposed

Project that are higMy visible “Portions of the proposal route wotid cause significant, unmitigable visual

impacts due to the transmission line’s visual prominence as a foreground feature in areas characterized

by high scenic quality and high visual access (characteristically along major travel corridors or in the

vicinity of establish communities). h such locations the transmission line would typically result in a

significant degradation of scenic quality and cause a moderate to strong degree of visurd contrast and

landscape chtige. ” See Section C. 13.2.2 of the EMS for more dettis on the visurd impacts of the

Proposed Project. See the second paragraph in response to comment GP.28-1 for a description of the

decision making process for the Proposti Project.

GP.109-2 Please see response to comment GP.3@l.

GP.109-3 See response to.comment GP.52-3.

GP.1094 Comment noted. Sections C.8.2.2 and C. 13.2.2 of the ERS discuss the impacts of the

Proposed Project on land use and visual resources, respectively. Rwpome to comment GP.6-1

summarizes the construction and operation impacts of the Proposed Project. A discussion of the electric

and magnetic field impacts of the Proposed Project is included in response to comment GP. 8-2. Section

C.3.2.2.3 discusses the impacts of the Proposed Project on wildlife, including bird electrocutions. The

aviation impacts of the Nturas Transmission Line are discussed in Sectiom C. 12.2.2.1 and C. 12.2.2.2.

GP.109-5 See response to comment GP.1417.
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GP.109+ The use of geothermal resources as an dtemative to the Proposed Project is discussed in

Section B.3.4.4 of the ERS. Response to comment GP. 1435 discusses SPPCO’Shistoric and future use

of geotheti resources. With respect to alternatives considered, see response to comment GP.30-1.

GP.109-7 There is a system of northw=t-trendmg faults along the northern flti of Peavine Pe&

(south of Horizon Hfils). These fatits are shown on Base Map 32 of 33 at the end of Volume I of the

Find ENS. As shown on the maps, some splays of these fadts cross the Proposed Project route. These

faults are short and discontinuous and do not have any evidence of being active witiln at least the past

10,000 years. Such long elapsed times since these faults were active indicates that earthqu~es and

surface ruptures are not Ifiely to occur during the lifetime of the Proposed Project. Their short,

discontinuous nature indicates that they are not capable of generating large earthqu~es or large surface

displacements. k the improbable event of fadt reactivation, the affects of displacements and earthqu~es

on such smrdl faults are not lfiely to cause significant damage or collapse of the transmission line because

the stmctures are designed to withstand much more frequent and stronger stresses such as strong winds.

Mitigation Measures G-2 through G-6 discuss invmtigations that wtil be undert~en to reduce the impacts

of fatits and earthqu~es to a level of non-significance. Further discussions relevant to tils matter are

in response to comment GP.76-2.

Burying the lines would not lessen the risk due to faults or earthqu~es and in fact could m~e them

more severe by constraining the ductflity (flexibfiity) inherent in an elevated transmission line system;

power lines strung on poles have a great amount of flexibility that can accommodate large lateral

displacements between structurm. k fact, given the h~dous substances required for underground

cooling systems, the environment impact of a ruptured underground transmission line would be more

severe than that for an above-ground facility (see Section B.3.4.5).

GP.109-8 The presence of a high voltage transmission line in the immediate vicinity of a fire does

increase the htid associated with fire supprmsion activities, specifically the operation of aircraft in the

vicinity of the line or the operation of heavy equipment beneath the conductors (lines). However, it

should be noted that prior to initiation of fire suppression activities, a control plane flies over the area

of the fire to scout the fire md locate potential hazards. Furthermore, Hazard Maps maintained at Fire

Fighting Dispatch Centers dso show the location of transmission lines. Therefore, dl fire fighting

personnel are made aware of the presence of the lin= and appropriate precautions are tien. In the event

of an actual forestirange fire in close proximity to the transmission line, the line would be de-energized

as discussed in Section C. 10 of the ERS.

GP.109-9 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-Inducing Effects, has been expanded in the Final EIWS

to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project,

including expansion of the Border Town Substation and fiture utility corridor ramifications.

GP.109-10 New access roads and grading would be required in some locations to provide access to

the project corridor for construction and maintenance activities, although existing roads would be used

where available to minimize the need for new access roads. However, in the vicinity of Peavine Pe~

otiy limited widening of existing *wheel drive roads and intermittent blading of rough areas for
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temporary overland routes would be required (see Table B4 of the Fti EMS). The new access roads

would likely ratit in an increase in recreational activity by motorcycles and four-wheel drive vehicles.

Mthough this is not necessarily a traffic impact, it codd be considered adverse by nearby residents.

GP.109-11 See response to comment GP.2-2. See revisions to Mitigation Measure S-1 in the Find
. ENS.

GP.109-12 See response to comment GP.28-1.

GP.109-13 Electrocution of large birds of prey, raptors, is addrwsed in Section C.3.2.2.3 of the

ENS. The mitigation proposal for this impact includes perch deterrents at structures and at substations

which will make such pla= unattractive Iandmg sites (see Mitigation Measure B-19). Mso, powerlines

will be markd with bird flight diverters Litigation Measure B-20). Hawks, magpies, and other birds

in the area will not be decimated as a r=ult of the Proposed Project.

GP.109-14 See responses to comments GP.1417, GP.28-1, and GP.30-1.

GP.109-15 As discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2, the feasibility of the Pacific DC btertie rdtemative is

questionable given the lack of existing capacity on the LAD~ 1000 kV DC transmission line. Section

B.3.4.6.2 of the Fti EMS concludes that because a transmission line wotid need to be constructed

from Fetiey to the North Valley Road Substation, traversing northern Sparks and Reno, the Pacific DC

ktertie alternative could not reduce or eliminate the environment impacts of the Proposed Project and

therefore, was eliminated from further consideration. See rmponse to comment GP.30-1 for a summary

of CEQA alternative screening criteria.

SET # GP.11O MICE N. ~

GP.11O-1 Please see responses to comments GP.25-2 (second paragraph) and GP.@l.

GP.11O-2 Your comments on EMF have been noted and will be considered in the find decision.

See raponse to comment GP.8-2.

GP.11O-3 See response to comment GP.28-1 for a summary of project construction and operation

impacts. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded in the Fti EMS to

include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project,

includlng expansion of the Border Town Substation and future utility corridor ramifications.

GP.1104 See responses to comments GP. 1417, GP.3&l, and GP.52-3. Because the Proposed

Project alignment traverses a 1=s densely populated ar= than tie transmission dtematives that traverse

northern Sparks and Reno, land use impacts would be less significant.

GP.11O-5 Section C.7.2.2 of the ERS discusses the fipacts

and surface water, and presents several mitigation measurm that
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impact of the project on existing conditions. Substantial effort would be expended during construction

not to rdter stream beds or ground water, under the guidance of environmental monitors. The

cotilguration of support structures is shown on Figure B.2-3 of the EMS @-frame structure is the most

cormnon type of structure to be used). As shown on that illustration, the foundations for the powerline

structures would range from 10 to 30 feet deep and would have a diameter of 6 to 12 feet. The average

spacing between individurd structures would be about 1200 feet. This shallow embedment depth and wide

spacing amounts to little more than pin-prick in the upper surface of the rock and soils of the region

and would not alter regioti ground water or surface water flow paths.

GP.11O+ See response to comment GP.109-10.

SET # GP.111 TERRY CLICK

GP.111-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1.

SET # GP.112 JOHN L~EMO

GP.112-1 Please see response to comment GP.28-1. Your comment is noted regarding the presence

of traditioti Native Amerim sacred places in the canyons and the historical use of the area by Basques

sheepherders. To date no specific locations have been identified within the study corridor that would be

affected by the Proposal Project. At its closest, Poeville is over one mile distant from the project and

would not be significantly affected by the introduction of the proposed facility at this distance.

SET # GP.113 MARY R. HE~

GP.113-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.&l, GP.8-2, and GP. 10-1.
.

SET # GP.114 ELSE ~ STE~ P-O

GP.1141 Comment noted. Please see response to co~ent GP.28-1. Section A.6 of the EIWS

discusses the economic benefits of the Proposed Project. Section E.3.3, Potentird Growth-Inducing

Effects, has been expanded in the Find ERS to include a more thorough discussion of growth

inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion of the Border Town Substation

and fiture utility corridor ramifications.

GP.1142 The Proposal Project would not significantly affect the surface water or ground water on

the slopes of Peavine PeA. See responses to comments GP. 110-5 and OC. 13-2.

SET # GP.115 JEW BOOTH

GP.115-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1 for a discussion

of project impacts and summary of alternatives considered, respectively. See response to cement

GP.25-1 for a discussion of notification efforts. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has

FM EMS, Novmber 195 H-60



P~T H. WPONSE TO CO-NTS

been expanded in the Fti EWS to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts

relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion of the Border Town Substation and future utility

corridor ramifications.

SET # GP.116 WY WON

GP.1161 Proposed Segment A wodd require the cons~ction of approximately 1mile of new access

road and approximately 1 additioti mile of overland travel. Ntemative Segment B, which would result

in smaller impacts to plant communities and special status species, was the biologically preferred route

alignment over Segment A. However, adoption of Proposed Segment A was based on a comparison of

the potential impacts for dl resources associated with Nternative Segment B and Proposed Segment A,

not just biological resources (see Part D of Find EMS); Proposed Segment A would avoid significant,

unavoidable Class I land use and visti impacts associated with Mternative Segment B.

SET # GP.117 EDWARD A. AND ~=m M. CAMPBELL

GP.117-1 Plwe see responses to comments GP.25-2 (second paragraph) and GP.64-1 for a

discussion of visual impacts. Response to comment GP.2-2 discusses property value impacts.

GP.117-2 The impact of corom noise is discussd in detail in response to cement GP.764, and

that from wire whistling in response to comment TR.241. No significant noise impacts wodd occur at

a distance of 2000 or more feet from the proposed transmission line.

GP.117-3 See response to comment GP.52-2 and GP.68-1.

GP.117< Comment noted. See r=ponse to comment GP.28-1 for as~ of project impacts in

the Peavine P~* area.

SET # GP.118 ~~ @ mY BELL

GP.118-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.28-1.

SET # GP.119 ROBERT E. ~C=R

GP.119-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1 for a discussion

of project impacts and summary of rdternatives considered, rwpectively. Response to comment GP.52-3

summarizes the existing and future limitations of SPPCO’Ssystem.

GP.119-2 The structures for the Nmas Transmission Lme wodd be made of tubtiar steel, with the

exception of the wood structures connecting the BPA power line to the Mturas Substation. The minimum

distance from the ground to the conductors will be 34 vertical feet at the maximum point of sag;

minimum distance from the ground to the conductors at the structures wodd be about 45 feet.
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SET # GP.120 B~NDA CNST~

GP.120-1 We appreciate your concern over the possible herdth effects of EMF. As you state in your

letter, research has and is being done on ~y hdth effects that may be associated with magnetic fields.

Section C. 10.1.2.3 of the Draft EMS includes a summary of the significant research on EMF health

effects concluded to date. h addhion, a comprehensive tiysis of studies performed on EMFs is

available in a book titled ‘Health Effects of Low-Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields,” which was

prepared by An Oak Ridge Associated Universities Panel for The Committee on ~teragency Radiation

Research and Policy Coordination and published in June of 1992. Please see dso response to comment

GP.8-2.

Fire h-d wotid increase slightly, but insignificantly with application of Mitigation Measures P-3

through P-7, due to the presence of the transmission line. See Sections C.1O.1.4.3 and C.1O.2.3.3 of

the E~S and response to comment GP. 19-6 for a complete discussion of the fire h-d imposed by the

Proposed Project.

GP.120-2 The impact of corona noise is discussed in deti in response to comment GP.764, and

that from wire whistling in response to comment TR.241. No significant noise impacts would occur at

a distance of 2000 or more feet horn the proposed transmission line.

GP.120-3 See responses to comments GP. 1417, GP.3@l, and GP.52-3.

GP.1204 See response to comment GP.1O-1.

GP.120-5 Section A.6.5 discusses how the Proposed Project would improve system reliability as an

emergency bac~p source. ~

GP.1204 See response to comment GP.52-3. Section A.6.4 and A.6.5 describe how the Proposed

Project will facilitate SPPCo emergency response services.

GP.120-7 See response to comment GP.8-2.

SET # GP.121 Cm LOC~TT

GP.121-1 Please see response to comment GP.28-1. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-Inducing

Effects, has been expanded in the Fiti EMs to include a more thorough discussion of growth

inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion of the Border Town Substation

and fiture utility corridor ramifications.
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SET # GP.122 EL- PICOTTE

GP.122-1 Please see respomes to comments GP.41-11 and GP.41-12.

GP.122-2 Identification of faults and earthquake sourc= was a major aspect of the ENS process

and by necessity wfil continue into the design ad constriction phase since the exact locations of

structures have not yet been fiized (contingent upon preconstruction field surveys). Mso, the locations

of faults as shown on regiod geological maps are commody ody approximate and tierefore it is not

prudent to expend too much effort locating them precisely until the exact locations of the transmission

line structures we known. mere a fault location is critid, detailed specific studies wtil be conducted.

Mitigation Measures G-2 through GA stiptiate that the structures are not be placd in active fault zones,

if possible. If structures must be placed in fadt zones, the structies wotid be designed and constmcted

to resist fault displacement and earthquake shaking in accordance with standard industry practice md good

engineering principles. Transmission lines, like tie Proposed Project, have a large degree of ductility

(flexibility) which can accommodate large lateral and vertical fault displacements between structies, and

the structures are designed to withstid str=s= imposed by other more common factors such as high

winds, which are comrnody stronger than the strms= caused by earthquakes.

Although earthquakes, and possibly fadt displacements, may occur during the life of this project, it must

be understood that large damaging efiquakes are very rare in this region. Moreover, few of the faults

along the project route are active and most of them have recurrence intervals of thousands of years to

more than 10,000 years between large events, making the likelihood of an event at a specific tower

structure exceedingly remote. The fatits near the Mturas Substation are very minor ancient features and

are not believed to be active or capable of generating large earthquakes. .

Furthermore, if the transmission line were to be damaged, the line wodd be de-energized in less *an

a tenth of a sehond (see Section C. 10 of E~S), ~g the potential for a significant impact on the

environment or danger to people or animals. Fault displacement across dti and gravel roads such as the

road to the Mturas Substation m be quictiy and easily repaired; such displacements are more of a

nuisance than a red hazard to health and safety.

Further discussion of fadt and earthquake hazards is presented in responses to comments GP.76-2 and

GP.109-7.

SET # GP.123 _ ROBERTS

GP.123-1 ktensive field surveys for biological resources were conducted between May 1994 and

June 1995 to identify dl biological r=ourcw that might be affected by the Proposed Project. The data

collected during the field surveys was then used to refie the project design (the route refinement process

cited in tils comment) so that some of the potential impacts to biologid raources were minimized.

Mitigation measures have been proposed for dl significant impacts to biologid resources, and detailed

plans for mitigation implementation wfil be reviewed by and require the approval of BLM, CPUC,

CDFG, US~S, and USFS.
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The purpose of the preconstruction surveys are to identi~ the locations of biological resources

immediately prior to construction to account for any changes that might have occurred between the time

the indepth field surveys were conducted and the time that construction is scheduled to begin. Based on

the survey results, construction activities would be restricted to identified areas, subject to the oversight

of environmental monitors.

SET # GP.lM C~OL~ =LLEY

GP.1241 Comment noted. Please see raponse to comment GP.2-2.

SET# GP.125 ~BECCA ~~T

GP.125-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.6-1, GP. 10-1, and GP.30-1.

GP.12&l The visti impact significance criteria presented in Section C. 13.2.1.2 apply to public and

private lands eqtily, except where notd. This section has been modified to clarify that the EIWS does

not assume that W indicators can be applied to private land. The visual analysis methodology used

in the ERS has been adapted from the visti amdysis methodologies of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS)

and the BLM. This approach has been usd effectively for both public and private lands. For public

lands, both the BLM and USFS systems emphasize pr~ervation of the visurd quality of wilderness areas,

primitive areas, and other special classified areas. However, for lands that do not qudifi as special status

categories, such as those just described, both systems emphasize visual resource preservation of areas that

receive greater public visitation or exposure over areas that receive less public visitation or exposure.

However, theERS does not assume that W indicators can be applied to private land. The first page

referenced by the comment stat= the following: “It is important to note that even though VW

designations have been developed for dl segments of the Proposal Project, ~ Class objectives do not

bind public lands not administered by the BLM, or private lands. ”

It is dso important to note that the EWS does not assume that remote areas have no visual significance.

As stated in the second passage (Section C.13.2. 1.1) referenced by the comrnenter: “These Key

Observation Points @OPs) were distributed along the route to evaluate impacts on visual resources with

various levels of sensitivi~, in different landscape types and terrain, and from various vantage points,

KOPS are located: (1) along major or significant travel corridors, (2) at highway rest stops, (3) near

residential areas, and (4) at existing or proposed recreation areas. Locations were selected in order to

be fully representative of the typid public views to the Proposed Project and impacts that would occur

along the route. ” Several of the KOPS located at the sites of existing or proposed recreation areas were

located in remote areas accessible ody by four-wheel drive roads. The referenced paragraph on Page

C. 13-32 does not indicate that remote areas are without visual significance. The referenced passage states

that the visurd impact will be adverse. It dso states that the resulting visurd impact is not considered

significant because (at this location) few numbers of people will experience the visual impact. Also, the
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views of the project (at this location) wotid be relatively shon-term as viewers move through the area.

However, as pointed out in the EMS (Section C. 13.2.2.3 - Summary of Long-term hpacts and

Mitigation Measures), even though a number of route segments were rated an overall Class ~ (adverse

but not significant) visual impact, an individud rural residence located along that route segment cotid

experience a Class I (significant and non-mitigable) visual impact if it has an unobscured view of project

structures as prominent foreground or midde ground features in the landscape.

The Fiti EWS text in tiis section has been revised to include the term “mid&e ground”. The

underlying assumption is that the project (as viewed from the individud residence) will not just be visible,

but will resdt in a high level of visual contrast.

Regarding public input, several Key Observation Points were added to the visual tiysis specifically in

response to comments received during the initial Project scoping meetings.
)

SET # GP.127 STEW ALAS~Y

GP.127-1 A 345 kV line is a common high

EMS). We appreciate your concerns about the

voltage transmission line (see Figure A.6-1 of the

electri~ effects from the power line; they will be

considered in the ~ decision. Please see response to comments GP.8-2 and GP.28-1. Section

C. 10.2.3.2 of the FM EWS discusses the compatibtiity of the Proposed Project with other conductive

items such as pipelines.

GP.127-2 See response to comment GP.52-3 for a summary of SPPCO’Sexisting and fiture system

limitations. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has been expanded in the Find ERS to

include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project,

including expansion of the Border Town Substation and fiture utility corridor ramifimtions.
.

GP.127-3 See response to comment GP.30-1.

SET # GP.128 STEP~N S. THOU

GP.128-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.30-1. Section A.6

of the ENS discusses the economic benefits of the Proposed Project.

GP.128-2 Comment notd.

SET # GP.129 JOS~A LAST N= ~LEG~LE)

GP.129-1 Pelase see response to comment GP.52-2.

(
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SET # GP.130 JOLENE CMD~LL

GP.130-1 Erosion related to access roads and construction of transmission line structures adjacent

to sensitive plants, as well as along the remainder of the project route, is discussed in the Section C.6

of the ERS (Section C.6.2.2.2, under “Soils”), as well as in Section C.3.2.2.2 of Biological Resources,

Mitigation Measure G-11 provides for extensive protection from erosion and for rehabilitation of

disturbed plants and terrain.

Indirect impacts to sensitive plants and plant communities associated with increased access, erosion, and

introduction of non-native plants have been considered in Mitigation Measures B-6, B-7, and B-8. Most

new access roads and overland travel routes would be rmtord following construction and monitored to

assess their recovery. kdirect impacts due to changes in theti, light, and wind levels are not

considered to have a .substantid effect and are therefore not significant as defined by the CEQA

Guidelines.

SET # GP.131 KEN ~ NOW ~~

GP.131-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.30-1.

SET # GP.132 MCK DELU

GP.132-1 Please see response to comment GP.30-1.

GP.132-2 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has been expmded in the Find EIWS

to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project,

including expansion of the Border Town Substation and fumre utility corridor ramifications.
.

GP.132-3 Table C. 13-8 of the ERS identifies the Modoc County General Plan and Energy

Element’s visti resource protection policies applicable to the Proposed Project. Table C. 13-9 identifies

those Proposed Route segments (Segments Ml to C06 are located within Modoc County) that are

inconsistent with Modoc County visti r=ource protection policies. The narrative discussions of each

route segment within Modoc County address the consistency of the project segments with visual resource

protection policies (where applicable).

GP.1324 See Section C. 13 of the EMS for a complete discussion of the visual impacts of the

Proposed Project. Visual impairment is not expected to have an impact on tourism or migration to

Modoc County. To the common tourist, the transmission line wodd ody be visible as a prominent

feature for a short period of time as the traveler crosses its path on Hwy 299 and to a limited number of

viewers in remote areas. The line wodd dso be visible as a background feature from U.S. 395.

Mitigation Measure S-1 addresses the potential depreciation in property values as a result of the Proposed

Project (see Section C. 11.2.1.2 of the Fiti ERS). For any parcel acquired to construct the Proposed

Project, either in fee title or as an easement, the property owner would receive fair market value for the
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parcel. Potential impacts on parcels n=, but outside the transmission line corridor are d=cribed as

significant, mitigable (Class ~ in Section C. 11.2.2.3. Mitigation Measure S-1 dls for maximizing the

distance between the Proposal Project and residential parcels, when feasible.

Sections C.8.2.2. 1 and C.8.2.2.2 include, respectively, discussions of the Proposed Project’s construction

and operations impacts on recreational uses. Mso, see r=ponsm to comments GP.14-32, GP.2@6,

GP.41-11, and GP.41-13.

GP.132-5 See response to comment GP.l&l.

GP.132+ See raponses to comments GP.8-2 and GP. 120-1.

GP.132-7 As described in revised Part F of the Find EMS, a comprehensive and independent

Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan stiar to that requested by the commenter,

would be implemented if the project were to be approved.

SET # GP.133 SWNEY Wm

GP.133-1 Please see responses to comments GP.41-11, GP.41-12, and GP.126-1.

SET # GP.134 PEGGY LEW BO~N

GP.1341 Section C.8.2.4 has been revised in the Fti EWS to include cumulative impacts as a

rault of the Evans Creek Watershed Darn project. Aso, a new Mitigation Measure L-15 has been

included to reduce impacts to a level of non-si~ficance.

GP.1342 “The Proposed Project and existing 345 kV transmission line accessing the North Valley

Road Substation would travel a parallel path for a distance of approximately 2000 feet (see Base Map 33

at the end of Volume I of the Fti ERS). As discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2, the transmission

alternatives identified would need to travel parallel to the Tracy-North Valley Substation 345 kV and 120

kV lines for a distice of approximately 15 miles. k addition, tetition at the North Valley Substation

would still be required (see Sectiom A.6.2.3 and A.6.5). Therefore, the Proposed Project alignment

reduces the potential for a simultaneous ftiure. See response to conunent GP.52-3 for a summary of

SPPCO’Sexisting and projected system limitations.

SET # GP.135 R. ~ USTRONG @M~ ENG~ERS)
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GP.135-1 Comment noted. Aspen Environmental Group was selected by the CPUC and BLM (Lead

Agencies) for this work at the outcome of a competitive bidding process on the basis of its proposal for

the work. Aspen has executed, and is continuing to execute, its proposal and contract scope of work for

the preparation of tils ERS (including its revision and ~ization at the present time) in a satisfactory

manner at the dirmtion of the Md Agencies.
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GP.135-2 Section A.6.9. 1 has been expanded in the Find ERS to provide an update on the current

System @eration Review of the Columbia River system and how it would affect SPPCO’Saccess to the

Pacific Northwest power market. Section E.3.3 discusses the growth-inducement potential of the

Proposed Project. As discussed in Section E.3.3, the limitations on growth in the Reno region is limited

to the unincorporated North Valleys area ody. Growth in other areas is projected by the local

governments to exceed 300 percent in some areas over the next 20 years (see Section B.3.4.6.2 of the

Fiti ERS).

GP.135-3 Biological resources were @yzed to assess the magnitude of impacts associated with the

proposed transmission line. This tiysis was in keeping with state and federd requirements and included

consideration of the extent and duration of impacts. The documented tiysis includes achowledgment

of the complexity of the ecologid systems associated with the Proposal Project.

GP.1354 The point about studying geologid provinces is not clear. Geological provinces are

nothing more than tie geoscientist’s attempt to simplify and categorize areas according to average or

characteristic regioti geological conditions. These province characteristics may be important because

tiey indicate conditions that may occur in proximity to the specific project corridor. Section C.6. 1.1 of

the ERS discusses geologid and hydrologic provinces of the region adequately to characterize the

region’s geological and hydrologic conditions. Th~e discussions are basidly a means to “set the

stage” as to what the general or average geologic and hydrologic conditions along the route are likely to

be. However, in the acti impact dysis it is the specific conditions withii the route corridor that are

important with respect to the environment impacts, not the average regional conditions. Specific

adverse conditions and probable condhions are identified in the ENS, and mitigations appropriate for

the level of detail of an ENS are proposed for three conditions.

GP.135-5 Section C.8. 1.4 of the E~S describes the federd, state, and local plans, regulations,

provisions, an-dpolicies applicable to the Proposed Project. Section C.8.2.3 addresses the consistency

of the Proposed Project with these pi-, re@ations, provisions, and policies. The pertinent federal,

state, and local decision makers will make W determinations on the Proposed Project’s compliance with

their respective plans and policies.

Section C.9 of the EMS addresses the noise impacts of the proposed and alternative routes.

GP.135+ h addition to electromagnetic field impacts of the Proposed Project, Section C. 10 of the

ENS Public Health & Safety, dso addresses corona effects, visible light, radio and television

interference, induced currents, shock h-ds on joint-use corridors, the potential effects on cardiac

pacemakers, lightning, effecfi on crops and livestock, fuel ignition, fire hazard, and h~dous materials.

GP.135-7 Socioeconomic and public service impacts were evaluated in Section C. 11 of the Find

EMS. Section C.1 1.2.2.4, under “Fiscrd hpacts, ” discusses the potential beneficial socioeconomic

impacts of the Proposed Project to Iocd communities.
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GP.135-8 Section C.13 of the EMS Visti R=ources, discusses the Proposed Project’s potential

visual impact to the City of Mturas and nearby areas. This information is presented in the discussions

of Proposal Route Segment A in Sections C. 13.1.3.1, C. 13.2.2.2, and C. 13.2.2.4. Please see dso the

photosimulations prepared for the Proposed Project in the Mturas area Figures C.13-lB, C.13-2B, C.13-

2D, C.13-3B, and C.134B). See dso response to comment GP.41-7.

Sensitive land uses that cotid be affected were listed in Table C.8-1, and properties subject to a

significant, unavoidable adverse impact (Class O were dso indicated. There are expected to be few casw

where residents would see a maurable loss of property value. See response to comment GP. 1324.

GP.135-9 See response to comment GP.30-1 for a discussion of dtemative routes considered.

Response to comment GP. 10~1discusses undergrounding the Mturas Transmission Line. As discussed

in Sections B.2.3.2, C.3, and C.7, stream crossings will be spanned; during construction SPPCO may

utilize either helicopters or manual stringing. The L*ely Fatit codd be spanned. The benefits of the

project will go to the entire SPPCo service area (estimated popdation 750,000) since it will enhance

overall system performance and reliability (see Part A of the ERS): this service area includes

approximately 40,000 California residents. Rwponse to comment GP.61 (second paragraph) discusses

the decision -g process for the Proposed Project.

GP.135-10 There are no tiown poptiations of osprey in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. CDFG

Biologist Doug Thayer indicates that osprey have been hewn to nest in the Canby area 15 milm west

of the proposed transmission line. There were no observations of osprey in the vicinity of the Proposed

Project during surveys in 1994 and 1995.

The Proposed Project would span dl open water fish habitat which occurs in the ROW. In addition,

during construction dl activities in the vicinity of this habitat type are strictly re@ated by the CDFG

under the 1600 Streambd Alteration Agreement. For example, a 20&foot buffer wotid be observed at

dl stream crossings. Vehicle parhg, maintenance, and overland travel would be prohibited in these

areas. There would be no impacts to fisheries or fish habitat as a rmtit of construction or operation of

tils project.

GP.135-11 The Madeline Plains were considered in the ERS as habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds

during migration. This use of the habitit was the primary consideration behind the assertion that the

Madeline Plains dtematives would be more detrirnenti to wildife species than the Proposed Segment
E which shrts the juniper habitats on the stem edge of the region. h addition, the seasonally

inundated basins in the vicinity of Ravendde and Termo were described as potential habitat for waterfowl

during very rainy years when these area conti standing water. Mitigation Measure B-20 requires bird

flight diverters in tils regiori.

Special status plants in the Madeline Plains were identified and mapped. Potential impacts to these

species are discussti in Section C.3.2.2.2 of the ERS. Avoidance zones have been created to protect

special status plants during the construction process and biological monitors are required to document

compliance with mitigation measures. Please see Mitigation Measures B-3 and B-5.
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No changes to the existing topography of the Madeline Plains would occur as a result of the project

construction since impacts wotid be limited to overland travel and erection of structures for the

transmission line. Most of the overland travel in this portion of the route wotid be cotilned to the

Tuscarora Pipeline ROW.

No special status fairy shrimp species are bown to occur in the Madeline Plains. Dr. Denton Belk who

has collected fairy shrimp and other aquatic invertebrate species throughout the western United States

stated that none of the special status fairy shrimp species wodd be expected to occur in the project area.

GP.135-12 There wodd be no impacts to stream channels or their banks during construction of the

Proposed Project. A 20@foot buffer zone has been =tablished in Mitigation Measure B-6.

GP.135-13 See response to conunent GP.41-24 with regard to initial Native herican contact related

to the project. Native berican consultation is an on-going process that is being conducted by the BLM

pursuant to their guidelines for Native kerican consultation guidelines set forth in BLM Manual 8160

and Handbook H-8 160-1. Subsequent site-specific mitigation requiring an Archaeological Resources

Protection Act permit will have an automatic review by representatives of the Native American

community. The Meti Caverns is acknowledged as significant. See response to comment OC.2-1.

GP.135-14 The zone of analysis for the cultural resourc~ study was a 660-foot-wide area of potential

effect (APE) as defined at the outset of the project. Since any rmource can be considered for inclusion

on the Natioti Register of Historic Places, it is not reasonable to undertake an evaluation of potential

project related effects to’virtudly every manmade element on the landscape. Accordingly a 660-foot APE

was developed to provide a meaningti context for evaluating cultural resources. .k its most recent draft

of the Progr~tic Agreement following preparation of the Draft ENS, the BLM has identified an

additioti APE for other historic properties, identifid by members of the public, within two miles of the

Proposed Project. h the Section 106 compliance process of the National Historic Presemation Act of

1966, the term “historic property” m- sites listed or fotily determined to be eligible to the National

Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Niles Hotel is more than one mile from the Proposed Project

and according to the ~es of the Northeast Worrnation Center of the California Archaeological Inventory

and the California State Historic Preservation Office, the hotel is not listed, nor has it been forrndly

determined to be eligible to the NRHP.

GP.135-15 Campgrounds are not normally considered cdturd resources as defined in the EIWS.

Development at these campgrounds wodd be under the purview of the agency responsible for the

individud campground. Cultural r~ource studies for activities that might have the potential to affect

cultural resources that are known or potentially occur at any one of these facilities would be guided by

the specific cultural resources requirements of the agency. Blue Lake, Patterson, Mill Creek Falls, Soup

Springs, Lower Roberts Reservoir, Dorns Reservoir, and Big Sage Reservoir campgrounds are dl located

more than two miles from the Proposed Project.

The economic impact of constructing and operating the Proposed Project on campgrounds in the affected

counties is not considered to be significant.
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GP.135-16 We acknowledge that the proposed alignment crosses the location of the Lassen Trail near

State Route 299. The Applegate Trail is located to the north of the project where it crosses Goose Lake.

Users who wish to experience hiking the Lassen Trail system wotid ody experience short-term visurd

affects while hiking the trail near the proposed powerline. h fact a tilving guide for the trail is provided

by ~grant Trails Wmt, published in 1984 by Devere Helfrich, Helen Helfrich and Thomas Hunt. The

location of the trail currentiy intersects, or is adjacent to, other modem features on the landscape, e.g.

State Highway 299.

According to the files of the Northeast Wormation Center of the California Archaeological kventory and

the California State Historic Presemation Office the Dorris Bridge is not listed, nor has it been formally

determined to be eligible to the NRHP and thus not subject to further evaluation in the EWS. According

to Claude Singleton of the BLM, the original Dorris Bridge has been replaced with a more modem

structure (Claude Singleton persoti communication).

According to the files of the Northeast Mormation Center of the California Archaeological kventory and

the California State Historic Preservation Office, the grave of Lt. John Madigan is not listed, nor has it

been formally determined to be eligible to the NRHP, and thus not subject to further evaluation in the

EMS. The location of the commemorative marker is adjacent to a modem county road. According to

newspaper accounts provided by the Northat Wormation Center of the California Archaeologic

hventory, the exact location of the actual gravesite is unknown. A commemorative marker is not

considered a cultural r=ource and wotid not be affect~ by the prmence of a powerline.

According to the files of the Northeast Wormation Center of the California Archaeologic hventory and

the California State Historic Preservation Office, the ody camp listed of a fur brigade of the Hudson Bay

Company under the command of John Work is the “SeveWe Site” listed in the Natioti Register of

Historic Plac& and is locatti approximately 15 miles to the west of the Proposed Project.
.

The Nevada-Cdifornia-Oregon Railroad office is on the NRHP and is located in Mturas. It is located

approximately 0.8 mile from the terminus of Atemative Segment B. Proposed Segment A has been

recommended as the environmentily superior dtemative, a selection which is further buttressed by the

presence of the NCO office within 0.8 mile of Nternative Segment B.

According to the files of the Northeast Mormation Center of the California Archaeological kventory and

the California State Historic Preservation Office, the Nevada-Cdifornia-Oregon railroad grade is not

listed, nor has it been forrndly determined to be eligible to the NRHP. The Proposed Project ody

crosses portiom of the NCO railroad which have been incorporated into the existing Southern Pacific

railroad, currently in use.

See responses to comments OC.2-1, GP.41-23, and TA.6-3 regarding Memd Caverns.

GP.135-17 The comment on recreational activitiw in Modoc CounW is noted. Sections C.8. 1.2 and

C.8.3. 1 of the ER\S describe the recreational uses in the area of the proposed and dtemative routes in

Modoc County. See responses to comments GP.20-6, GP.41-11, and GP.41-13.
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GP.135-18 See response to comment GP. 132-3.

GP.135-19 While portions of the Proposed Project would be visible from certain locations within the

City of Mturas, and w~e some s@lining would be perceived, most route segments would appear as

distat features in the background landscape. See dso responses to comments GP.1324 and GP.135-8.

GP.135-20 See response to comment GP. 135-5 regarding consistency of the Proposed Project with

federd, state, and Iocd policies. See Sections C.4, C.8, and C. 11 of the EWS for amdyses of the

impacts of the Proposed Project on ctiturd resources, land use, and socioeconomic, respectively.

hpacts of the Proposti Project on tourism in the affected counties are not considered to be potentially

sigrdficant.

GP.135-21 As pm. of their application to the California Public Utilities Commission, SPPCO was

required to submit a “Proponents Environment Assessment” TEA). The PEA discusses geological

resources and is available for public review at the document repositories.

GP.135-22 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-Inducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and future utili~ corridor ramifications. Response to comment GP.30-1

discusses alternatives, including the joint use of existing utility right-of-ways in Nevada. The

maintenance cost of the Proposed Project is not expected to be any higher than alternative routes in

Nevada since both regions offer severe weather conditions. h addition, the Proposed Project is a

minimum of 65 miles shorter than dterative routes in Nevada, thereby minimizing total maintenance

costs.

GP.135-23 The Uniform Building Code WC) presents very general standar& of practice, primarily

to cover stil~r projects where there are no other guidelines to regulate them, or where lod regulations

are rniti or non-existing. There is no attempt to circumvent or be exempt from the excavation and

grading provisions of Chapter 70. h fact, the guidelines and stipulations controlling grading presented

in the ERS and in the mitigation measures far exceed the relatively loose provisions of the UBC. The

combined management of the federd, state, and Iocd re@atory agencies (for example, BLM, CPUC,

CDFG, USFWS, CEC, as well as others) provide much more control over grading and more stringent

regulation than the UBC. Furthermore, the UBC is designed to cover a broad spectra of areas and

project types, whereas the tiyses and mitigations resulting from the EMS and the mitigation measures

require detailed and specific plans, such as the Soil Conservation and Erosion Control Plan, Streambed

Alteration Agreements, Part 404 Permitting, Stem Water Pollution Prevention Plan, etc. In contrast to

the UBC, these plans are specifidly designed for this particular project in this specific area. These plans

and guidelines will provide for the least impacts.

GP.135-24 The EWS specifidly documents ten perennial stream crossings, seven flood plains

(Section C.7.1.2.1), and 23 wetlands and non-wetland waters (see responses to comment PA.23-34).

Most streams crossed by the Proposed Project are intermittent streams (i.e., dry washes that contain water

ody during periods of precipitation. There are two types of these intermittent streams: those which
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regularly carry water @ut for short times during times of precipitation), and those that are notilng more

than swdes or linear dips in topography. The latter type especirdly can go years without containing any

channelized running water. It is not likely that any project activities would affect intermittent streams

and structures would not be placed within them. As a restit, the project would not have any significant

impact on them. The impacts analysis presentd in the EWS (Section C.7.2.2. 1) concentrates on the

important features (Class U impacts) such as perennial streams, wetiands, and 100-year flood plains.

Mitigation Measures H-1 through HA wotid reduce these impacts to a level of non-significance (see dso

response to comment GP. 135-28).

The various financial assessments presented in this comment are not within the scope of the EMS. The

EMS was prepared under the auspices of the BLM and CPUC, not the Applicant. Economic and

financial considerations of the Applicant did not enter into or tiuence the geologid and hydrologic

assessments.

GP.135-25 As suggested by this comment and as shown on Map 6 of 33 at the end of Volume I of

the EMS, the proposal transmission line corridor is in close proximity to the Lfiely fault. However,

the precise location of the footings of the structures has not been Wized and it maybe possible to place

the structures witiln the designated corridor without putting them directly on or astride the fault. “

Mitigation Measures G-2 through G-6 wodd insure that any impacts from improbable surface rupture

or earthquakes on the fatit are minimized. However, it shotid be emphasized that the Likely fault is not

an active fault and has not been designated an Earthquake Fatit Zone by the California Division of Mines

and Geology (CDMG). Any maps or designations by C.F. ~chter are extremely out of date and

unreliable. Table C.6-3 and the associatd EWS text discusses the ages of fadts important to the project

with references to the appropriate sources of the data such as the CDMG (Jennings, 1992) and the U.S.

Geological Survey (Dohrenwend et d. 1993). These agencies do not consider the fault to be active. A

new map and compilation of fatit ages by the CDMG (Jennings, 1994) released since the Draft EMS

was printed stipports the ENS and likewise indicates that the Likely fault is not active.

As discussed in various other rmponses (e.g., GP.7&2, GP. 109-7, GP. 122-2) and in the EMS (Section

C.6. 1.3.1), most of the Quarternary fadts in the region have recurrence intervals of thousands of years

to several tens of thousands of years, not 20 years as suggested by this comment. Even the most active

of faults in California such as the San Andreas fault have average recurrence intervals more thm about

150 years. The probability that an inactive fault such as the Likely fault cotid generate a large-magnitude

d~tructive earthquake during the life of the project is exceedingly remote.

GP.135-26 This comment poses numerous questions most of which are based on the incorrect

assumption that the Likely fatit is active. It shotid be noted that there are no federd, state, or Iocd

laws, regulations, or guidelines that require non-active fatits be avoided. However, Mitigation Measures

G-2 through G-6 are designed to minimize any adverse impacts of fatiting or earthquake to levels of

insignificance and, therefore, most of the qumtions are not applicable.

Mso, the comment seems to co~e maximum probable earthquak~ and maximum crdlble earthquakes.

To estimate the maximum probable earthquake for a fatit, the time period of interest must be designated
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(i.e., a maximum probable earthquake is the largest earthquake expected in say a 100-year, a 250-year,

or some other designated time period). Once these numbers are specified, the probabilities of earthquakes

can be dculated. The dip and amount of slip do not enter into any equation for determining a maximum

probable earthquake. The maximum crdlble earthquake would be the largmt event to occur considering

the presently known seismotectonic framework. Empirical data indicate that this would be about 7.25

(Table C.6-3) not 7.5.

Stidard practice is to assume that fiture ruptures would occur on the most recent previous surface

rupture. It would be difficult to predict exactly where any future surface ruptures might occur because

the Likely fault is not hewn to have been active within tie past 10,000 years.

As discussed in response to comment GP. 135-25, it maybe possible to locate structures in proximity to

the Likely fault without actually stradding the fault and therefore the questions about amounts of slip are

not relevant.

Referring to the qu~tions about whether it is possible to design a structure to withstand a magnitude 7.5

earthquake, the answer is yes. However, it should be understood that there is more to seismic design

than simply the maximum earthquake magnitude. As discussed in responses to comments GP.76-2,

GP. 109-7, GP. 122-2, transmission lines are very ductile systems which are designed to withstand strong

winds. The strong winds that frequently blow in this region may subject the structures to stresses in

excess of those that wodd be caused by a large earthquake and therefore the structures are not likely to

collapse during an -quake.

GP.135-27 There are many fractures and disconttiuities in the rocks of the .Devils Garden Plateau

upon which the Mturas Substation is proposed. The lack of surface expression of these features indicates

that they are not fauIts, or that if they are fadts they are very old (i.e., older than the rocks on the

surface which are older than Quarternary age). As such, these features are not capable of generating

large-magnitude earthquakes or surface ruptures.

Even if these features were active faults, the fact that such fadts dip under the proposed facilities is not

important. Fad& in the region generally dip steeply. Projection of a steeply dipping fault would place

the fault hundreds to thousands of feet below the substation. The stresses induced by the weight of the

structures or the substation facilities wotid dissipate within tens or a few hundreds of feet to a level of

insignificance. Large damaging earthquakes in the region generally occur on norrnd faults at depths on

the order of 5 to 10 miles deep where stresses are extremely high. The small surficid stresses from the

weight of the facilities codd not affect a fatit at great depth so as to induce earthquakes or fault slippage.

Furthermore, the stresses induced by surface facilities would be no- stresses which would tend to

increase coupling and confining pressure across the fatit plane, thereby making it more tiikely to induce

earthquakes.

GP.135-28 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act regulates the placement of fill in jurisdiction

wetlands and waters. The revised text of Mitigation Measure B-6 in the Find ERS stipulates that “the

Applicant shall not dtive across or operate vehicles of any kind off of existing roads within 200 feet of
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stream channels with adjacent or in-channel wetlands as defined by the criteria of the USACE 1987

Wetland Delineation Manual. This mitigation measure specficdly applies to the stream channels that are

listed in Table C.3-5 of the Find EWS.

Other stream crossings listed in this comment are charactefied by intermittent flows. Crossings of

intermittent strm lacking adjacent or in-channel wetlands are not considered in the EWS for the

following reasons:

● Constructionis schedded to occurduring the @ seasonand W not requirethe constructionof ‘engineeredn
crossings (Part B of the EMS)

● No transmissionline structureswfilbe placedwiti str- channelspart B of the EWS)
● No ctiverts or ml wdl be placed in strm chmels
● MitigationMeasure B-6 specifiesthat no bladed overland travel routes shall be constructedacross stream

chmels witi abed and bank.”

GP.135-29 As discussed in Sections B-2.3.2, C.3, and C.7, stream crossings wotid be spanned.

Access to the Proposed Project right-of-way during maintenmce activities wotid be restricted to the

access routes presented in Table B-3, Construction Acc=s Routes, of the ERS. None of the proposed

access routes cross any stream or creek beds.

GP.135-30 Botanid surveys of the Proposed Project study area did not identify any popdations of

the special status species listed in this comment, although they have been known to occur in the general

vicinity of the Proposed Project (see Table C.3-3 of the ENS). Surveys were timed to coincide with

the optimal time periods for identification of thwe plant species. No impacts to special stitus plant

species are anticipated at any of the stream crossings in the project study area.

GP.135-31 Wildife surveys of the Proposed Project study arw did not identi~ any of the fish species

listed in this comment, although these species have been known to occur in the generrd vicini~ of the

Proposed Project (see revised Table C.34 of the Find ERS). It was dso found that the habitat for the

species indicated would not be impacted. Plae see Mitigation M=ure B-15, which includes restrictions

for vehicular travel and lists other activities which are restricted in the riparian areas in the vicini~ of

the Proposed Project.

GP.135-32 None of the habitat for these species would be impacted. The Great Basin spadefoot toad,

Scaphiopw intemntanw, is not a species of special concern and has been removed from Table C.3<

in the Find EMS. The other species mentioned here were not found in the study area of the Proposed

Project, although they have been known to occur in the general vicinity (see Table C.34 of the EWS).

GP.135-33 Field surveys of the entire project study area identified dl of the stream crossings with

significant biological resources or that constitute re@ated waters of the United State. Potential biological

impacts to regulated waters and wetlands have beens ~ed and addressed in Section C.2.2.2.3 of

the EMS. hplementation of Mhigation Measure B-15, which rwtricts crossing of riparian and perennial

streams, would reduce these potential impacts to a level of non-significance.
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GP.135-34 Some portions of the Madeline Plains and Mud Hat maybe jurisdiction wetlands and

have been identified as such in the Find EWS text and maps. However, the presence of water on the

Madeline Plains dom not necessarily qdify them as a wetlands. To be a wetlands, according to U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) guidelines, an area must have hydrophytic plants, hydric soils, and

must be flooded during the growing season of the prevalent vegetation. h the case of dry l~es within

the Basin and Range province, hydric soils are commody relict soils formed during the wetter Pleistocene

ice ages thousands of years ago. Presently many of these dry l~es may go several years without being

flooded during the growing season and thus wodd be classified hydrologic zones V and W which are

ody irregularly or intermittently inundated or saturated (Table 5 of the USACE Wetlands Delineation

Manual, 1987). Such areas are not considered jurisdictioti wetiands.

Please refer to revised Section C.3.1.2. 1 in the FM ENS for a summary of dl of the jurisdictional

wetlands in the project corridor.

GP.135-35 See response to comment GP.41-10 for a discussion

Responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411 address alternatives

Response to comment GP. 10-1 discusses transmission line bund.

of alternatives in the Nturas area,

utiliziig existing utility corridors,

See responses to comments GP. 135-8 and GP. 135-19 for a discussion of viqud resources.

GP.135-36 See response to comment GP.132-3. The Proposed Project is an electric transmission line,

not a chairlifi structure for a SK resort. Chairlifts would be inappropriate due to public safe~ factors.

See response to comment GP. 135-5 regarding consistency of the Proposed Project with federd, state, and

lod polici~.

GP.135-37 See Sections A.6.8.2 ~d B.3.4. 3 for a complete discussion of generation dtematives,

including the new Pifion Pine Power Plant.

GP.135-38 See responses to comments GP.1-3 and GP.30-1 for a complete discussion of utilizing

existing utility right-of-ways in Nevada as a joint utility corridor for the Proposed Project. Response to

comment GP.41-18 discusses utility corridor impacts in Modoc County.

See responses to comment set PA. 16 regarding the Modoc County Supervisors’ R~olution.

GP.135-39 Corom noise has a steady “humming” character that wodd not be irritating udess heard

at a very close distance. There is no hewn psychological health effect from transmission line noise.

Please refer to the discussion of corona noise in response to comment GP.764.

GP.135- Numerous dtemativa in addition to Proposed Segment A and Mtemative Segment B from

north and west of Alturas have been considered. For example, the ENS considered the Nevada

Mternative which extends eastward from Alturas to the LADWP corridor in northwest Nevada as well

as numerous other transmission alternatives (see Section B.3.4.6) and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS)

Mturas Alignment (see Section B.3.4. 1).. Further consideration has been given to the Nevada Route
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Alternative and the USFS Mturas Aignment in the Fti ENS. k conclusion, a full range of reasonable

dtematives to the Proposal Segment A has been considered. Relative wealth of different areas was not

a factor in the comparative dysis of dtematives for this EWS. However, further consideration of

potential disproportiomte impacts of the project and dtematives on low-income and minori~ communities

has been given and is documented in the new Section C. 14 in the Fti EWS.

GP.13541 There may be sales (short-term) and prope~ tax benefits oong-term) to Mturas. As

discussed in Section C. 11.2.2.4, the tax revenues generated from the Proposed Project wotid rmult in

a beneficial impact to Modoc County.

GP.13542 As discussed in Sections A.6.4 and A.6.5, the Mturas Transmission Line enhances the

performance of SPPCO’S electric power system by improving service reliability and increasing import

capacity; the entire system benefits, not just the arm around the termination point of the Almras

Transmission Line. The extent that the system enhancement offered by the Proposed Project can satisfy

future growth is dependent upon the rate, we, and area of growth.

GP.135<3 Key Observation Points were =tablishd based on constitutions with the U.S. Forest

Service and U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Modoc County Planning Department, and comments

received from public scoping meetings prior to initiation of the visual @ysis.

Adding a chairlift to a transmission line wodd not diminish a structure’s prominence in the landscape.

See dso responses to comments GP.2U, GP.23-6, GP.41-7 (second paragraph), GP. 132-3, GP. 135-8,

and GP.135-19.

SET # GP.136 WC~ L. WG=

GP.136-1 To prevent impacts associated with increased access, acc=s route Segment A2 (described

in Appendix E.5) would be returned to pre-improvement conditions tiess BLM, CPUC, CDFG, and/or

USFWS determine that it is not feasible or desirable. hpacts due to tie permanent access route are
mitigated through offsite compensation. Existing barriers to overland travel shall be replaced following

construction md additioti barriers shall be placed at key accms points to the non-bladed overland travel

routes. The success of this mitigation shall be monitored following construction and addhioti measures

shall be implemented if necessary.

SET # GP.137 MCUL E. DW
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GP.137-1 Please see response to comment GP. 135-16. The proposed transmission line crosses the

Lassen Trail near Stite Route 299. The Lassen Trail south of the Pit River is located w=t of Proposed

Segment A, according to information provided in ti~rant Trails West, published in 1984 by Devere

Heltilch, Helen Heltilch, and Thomas Hunt.
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SET # GP.138 GARY AND -E ~ERO

GP.138-1 Please see response to comment GP.25-1.

GP.138-2 Homm in the Horizon Hflls area are at least 2,500 feet away from the Proposed Project

(see Base Maps at the end of Volume ~. As discussed in Section C.13 of the ENS, from a distance of

several thousand feet, the Proposed Project would be a distance, background feature. The Proposed

Project’s visual prominence wotid be determined by the mture of the terrain (relief, color, and

complexity) and the proximity of the viewer to the Project. See r~ponse to comments GP.2-2 and

GP.56-1 for a discussion of the project impacts on property values.

GP.138-3 Detailed information on the recreatioti and aesthetic resources of Peavine Peak and the

policies of Washoe CounW and the Cities of Reno and Sparh on preservation of the natural resources

of Peavine Peak have been added to the hd Use setting (see Section C.8. 1 of Find ERS). In

addition, Peavine Peak has been added to the list of recratioti areas that would be significantly

impacted by the Proposed Project.

See the revised Policy Consistency -ysis, Section C.8.2.3.3, for an @ysis of the consistency of the

Proposed Project with the plm and policies of Toiyabe Natioti Forest, Washoe County and the City

of Reno.

GP.138+ Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-Inducing Effects, has been expanded in the Find ENS

to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project,

including expansion of the Border Town Substation and fi~e utility corridor ramifications.

GP.138-5 Section A.6 of the EWS discusses the economic benefits of the Proposed Project. To

what extent SPPCO passes on the economic benefits to the consumer is beyond the scope of this EIWS

which is to assess the environment impacts of construction and operating the project. Section B.2.2. 1

presents that land ownership along the Proposed Project route consists of approximately ~% private land

and 56% public land. Section A.6.2.2 of the ENS and respo~e to comment GP. 1435 presents to what

extent SPPCO currently utilizw geothermal resources (non-utflity generation) and their projections for the

fiture. SPPCO’S 1993 Electric Resource Plan further elaborates on the use of geothermal resources and

is available at the document repositories.

GP.1386 Comment noted. See response to comment GP. 138-2. At distances of two miles and

greater, a transmission line structie of the size proposed can appear relatively unnoticeable as a

subordimte distant background feature in the landscape (if s~lining do= not occur), as demonstrated in

photosimulations of the Proposed Project at five-mile and two-mile distanc~ (Figures C. 13-8D, and C. 13-

8E respectively).

SET # GP.139 EWC ROW

GP.139-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.52-3.
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SET # GP.140 _ BLH

GP.140-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.28-1.

GP.140-2 See r=ponse to comment GP.52-3. Section A.6.2.3 of the Find ENS has been revised

to include a discussion of future wheeling demands.

GP.140-3 Comment noted.

SET # GP.141 JO~ ~LMS

GP.141-1 The cumulative impacts of the proposal Mturas Transmission Line Project and the

Tuscarora Pipeline Project have been comprehensively addressed in this EWS. k addition, much

environment information was made available from the earlier studies conducted for the Tuscarora .

project, benefiting the dysis for the Mturas project. However, it should be kept in mind that th=e

are two very separate and discrete projects with different characteristics and impacts, different permit

requirements, nd with largely different locations (they are ody adjacent to each other for approximately

37 miles - about 22% of the length of the Amras project and about 15% of the length of the Tuscarora

project).

GP.141-2 TWilNife habitat which wotid be lost or disturbed as a r=tit of the Proposed Project is

documented in the ERS and will be mitigatd through acquisition of habitat and through restoration.

N1 aquatic habitat in the Proposed Project area wodd be spanned by the proposed transmission line.

Activities in the vicinity of aquatic habitat or wedand habitat wodd be restricted. These areas would be

carefully monitored before and after construction by environment monitors under constract with the

Lead Agencies. Restrictions would be applied to construction timing and construction activities including

speed limits, litter removal, absence of firearms and dogs, in order to protect wildife in the project area,

including big game.

GP.141-3 The Applicant is responsible for acquiring the necasary amount of offsite habitat to

mitigate for plant and _ habitat loss in the project area. The mitigation ratio of approximately 3 to

1 replacement was applied to habitat loss. Pl=e see Section C.3.2.2. 1 for a discussion of offsite

compensation for losses of habitat. Monitoring will be required to determine the effectiven=s of offsite

compensation habitit. k the case of failed restoration efforts, the Applicant wodd be responsible for

acquiring additiod habitat. The Honey Lake area hog farm which is referenced in tils comment is

considered in the cumulative impacts section of the EMS..
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GP.1414 Specific plans for restoration of affected biological resourcw will be described in the

CormnuniU Habitat and Restoration Plan under preparation by the Applicant (see response to comment

PA.23-1 regarding preparation of the Plan.) Temporary and permanent impacts to biological resources

would dso be mitigated by offsite compensation.. —+
(’
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GP.141-5 Habitat acquisition to provide offsite compensation, described in Section C.3.2.2. 1 of the

Final EMS, requires the Applicant to provide a per-acre endowment fee to the appropriate regulatory

agency, from which maintenance costs and taxw will be paid.

GP.1414 Significant adverse impacts to wetlands are addressed in the ERS. Mitigation is proposed

for dl significant adverse impacts to biologid resources. Temporary impacts to wetlands would be

mitigated by restoration of the affected area. Overland travel in wetlands has been minimized to reduce

temporary impacts to jurisdictioti wetlands. No uniquely sensitive or rare jurisdiction wetland habitat

types, such as veh pools, would be affectd by the Proposed Project. If restoration does not meet the

predetermined SUCC=Scriteria specified in the Community Habitat and Restoration Plan, alternative

contingency measures would be implemented.

GP.141-7 The Proposed Project study area do= not contain any vernrd pool habitats. Therefore,

no impacts to special status plant species associated with these habitats are anticipated.

GP.141+ Please refer to the responses to comments GP.141-6 and GP. 141-7.

GP.141-9 Al potential jurisdictioti wetlands in the project study corridor were documented during

field surveys conducted in 1994. Mitigation was proposed for dl significant impacts to biological

resources, including jurisdlctioti wetland types. A 20@foot buffer zone would be used at dl stream

crossings and wetland sites in the project corridor. This buffer zone width is adequate to significantly

reduce imdvertent and indirect impacts to streams and wetlands.

GP.141-10 The Applicant has stated that they have no plans to apply herbicides in the project area

during construction or maintenance. This practice will be confirmed by on-site environment monitors.

GP.141-11 -Preliminary estimates of the area of offsite compensation required as mitigation for

permanent and temporary loss of wetland habitats is s~ “zd in Table C.3-11 of the Find EWS.

Th~e estimates require a 3:1 replacement ratio; however, find values will be determined in consultation

with the resource agencies upon assessment of the ‘as-builtn @pacts after construction is completed.

The Proposed Project study area does not contain any vemd pool habitits.

GP.141-U As cited in Section C. 11 of the ERS, because project construction involves short-term

work for any specific trade in a specific location, it is not expected that out-of-town workers would bring

their familia, a pattern which is more typical of projects that involve six months or more work in a

single location.

GP.141-13 See response to comment GP. 141-12.

GP.141-14 The Proposed Project parallels the Tuscarora Pipeline Project for ody about 37 miles.

Using the equations cited by the commenter, approximately 2.4 incidents could be anticipated over a 50-

year period. (An incident wotid involve a release of gas, and under certain circumstances, the ignition
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of released gas, and could occur if ignition sources are within immediate proximity of released gas and

the gas/air dilution factor at the source of ignition). While it is tifiely that an explosion cotid occur

in the vicinity of a transmission line structure, given the average separation distance of at least several

hundred feet horizontal and an average a hundred feet verticrd, there wodd be adequate separation to

prevent damage to the structure or conductors. If, however, the structure or conductors were damaged,

high-speed relay equipment wotid de-energize the tr~mission line in approximately one-tenth of a

second, as described in Section C. 10.2.3.3 of the EWS. h tie tikely case of damage to the line or

in the case of de-energizing the line, the transmission line wotid be temporarily out of service.

For a discussion of induced current in joint-use corridors, see Section C. 10.2.3.2 of the ENS, and

Section C. 10.2.4 for a discussion of the Tuscarora Pipeline Project.

GP.141-15 Williamson Act withdraws wotid not be required as a result of the Proposed Project

crossing agrictiturd preserve lands.

GP.141-16 hpacts to biological resources as a restit of construction of permanent access roads are

addressed in Append~ E.5. Loss of deer and antelope habitat, rare plant impacts, and other impacts to

biological resources are addrfised in Section C.3.1. 1.2 in the Fmd EWS.

GP.141-17 As described in Section C.2.2.3.2 of the Fti EWS, the construction emissions generated

along the Proposed Alturas Transmission Lme wotid fdl substantially below the general conformity ‘de

minimus” emission thresholds (40 CFR 6, 51 and 93). As a restit, the project is in conformity with the

State hplementation Plans (SP) of California and Nevada. Therefore, a separate public comment period

will not be required.

GP.141-18 Provisions for controlling dust during the construction of the proposed Mturas

Transmission Line will be identified in the Applicants’s Dust Control Plan. These provisions are subject

to the approval of the California Public Utiliti= Commission (CPUC), the Bureau of Land Management

@L~, and the local Air Pollution Control Districts (APCDS).

SET # GP.142 MCK ~ mGm CHOW

GP.142-1 Please see response to comment GP.2-2.

GP.142-2 Sections C.3.2.2.2 and C.3.2.2.3 describe impacts to vegetation and wildife as a result

of the Proposed Project. kpacts to these resources will be mitigated to levels that are not significant.

Please see Append~ E.8 of this document for a discussion of impacts to waterfowl as a restit of the

project, and Appendix E.9 for impacts to raptors. Mso, see Table C.3-19 for a summary of mitigation

measures that will be implemented and monitored for five years in order to ensure that mitigation

measures are effective.
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SET # GP.143 NANCY A. ~EY

GP.143-1 Please see response to comment GP.6-1 for a summary of project impacts. Response to

comment GP.8-2 (second paragraph) discusses electric and magnetic field impacts. As discussed in

Section C.1O.2.3.3, the risk of f~e born a broken, energized conductor coming in contact with

combustible materials on the ground is extremely Iow. Standard high-voltage transmission line design

incorporates high-sped relay equipment that de-energize the line upon breakage in approximately one-

tenth of a second.

GP.143-2

of the EWS.

GP.143-3
Segment L in

hpacts of the Proposed Project on residential land usm are addrwsed in Section C.8.2

It is true that the proposed transmission line, once built, would be in place for decades.

me East Secret Valley Mignment @VA) is assessed as an alternative to Proposed

this EMS. As discussed in Part D, because of the extensive biological and cultural

resources along the ESVA, Proposed Segment L has been deemti preferable. Further consideration of

the comparative ~ysis of this alternative with the proposed route has been given and is presented in

revisions to Part D of the Fti ERS. The resdts of additioti biologid rmource surveys for tils

alternative are provided in Appendix E.6 in the Fti ERS.

SET # GP.144 ~ E. B-

GP.1*1 The E~S procas for the Mturas Transmission Lme has been independently conducted

by tie Uad Agencies without ~uence from the Tuscarora Gas Pipeline Company, or for that matter,

from Sierra Pacific Power Company. The Lead Agencies have been assisted by Aspen Environmental

Group, an independent third-party. contractor, which is bound by stringent contractual provisions

protecting against cotiict of interest with respect to the Applicant (Sierra Pacific) and any of its

subsidiaries, parent companies, or joint-venture partners (with the Tuscarora Gas Pipeline Company

specifidly singled out in these provisions). It shotid be noted that the cumtiative impacts of the

Tuscarora project in combination with the Aturas project have been comprehensively addressed in the

ERS for tils project and that an alternative route through Secret Valley, well to the east of the

Tuscarora route, has dso been thorougtiy comidered (along with the numerous other alternatives

. considered in this EMS process).

The scoping meetings, including the referenced scoping meeting in Susanville on May 17, 1994, were

conducted in a manner that was fully receptive to dl EMS scoping comments and fully compliant with

CEQA and NEPA; the scoping meeting transcripts are part of the public record for this project and are

available for review. The remainder of this comment appears to pertain specifically to the CPUC’S

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity process and not to the ERS; therefore it has been

ascertained that the appropriate recipient at CPUC for such considerations has dso received a copy of

tils comment letter.

GP.l@2 Please see response to comment TA. 1-1.
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GP.l@3 The identification and location of environment resources has been conducted by a team

of experience environment scientists, under the direction of the Lad Agenci= and in coordination with

the responsible agencies (see Section A.5). The base maps at the end of Volume I of the Find EMS

illustrate the study corridor that was addressed.

GP.lW See response to comment GP.52-2.

GP.l@5 Section A.6.9. 1 of the FM ENS has been expanded to provide an update on the current

System Operation Review of the Columbia River system and how it would affect SPPCO’Saccess to the

Pacific Northw=t power market. .

SET # GP.145 ~LW P. MO~R

GP.145-1 Commented noted. Please see response to cormnent GP.28-1.

GP.145-2 See response to comment GP.30-1.

GP.145-3 See response to comment GP.25-1.

SET # GP.146 ~N BEC~OL

GP.146-1 Please see the revised Policy Consistency dysis @age C.8+5) for an dysis of the

consistency of the Proposed Project with the Sierra County General Plan.

GP.146-2 See Section A.6 of the Fti ERS for a complete discussion of tie purpose and need of

the project.

GP.163 See response to comment GP. 1461 regarding plan and policy consistency of the Proposed

Project. See response to comment OC.20-1 regarding impacts of the Proposal Project on the Dog Valley

area. Responses to comments GP.1-3 and GP. 1411 discuss the use of the LAD~ 1000 kV

transmission line right-of-way as a joint utflity corridor.

GP.147-1 Please see responses to comments GP.1-3 and GP.1411.

SET # GP.148 LEE ROGER mERSON

GP.14S-1 Please see response to comment GP. 1438.

-. GP.148-2 Comment noted. Sections C-8.2.3.3 and C.8.2.3. 1 of the Finrd ERS addresses the

(’ inconsistencies of the Proposed Project with the Modoc, Lassen, and Sierra County General Plans and

the Modoc and Toiyabe Natioti Forest hd and Resource Management Plans.
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GP.148-3 See response to comment GP.41-7. Section C.8.2.3. 1 of the Fti EIWS addresses the

inconsistency of the Proposed Project with the Modoc National Forest Land and Resource Management

Plan policy regarding placement of new transportation and utility corridors.

GP.14S4 Section C.8.2.3.3 of the Fiti ERS addresses the inconsistency of the Proposed Project

with the Modoc County General Plan policy regarding development of transmission lines.

GP.148-5 See response to comment GP.41-7. Section C.8.2.3.3 of the Fiti EMS addresses the

inconsistency of the Proposed Project with Modoc County General Plan, Policy 33, regarding use of

existing transmission or other utility corridors.

GP.148+ From the overall project perspective involving the proposal to connect the BPA system

with the Reno area (a distance of 160 miles or more), it is clear that there are no reasonably direct

currently-desigmted transmission line corridors that wotid be appropriate for the subject Proposed

Project. However, numerous alternatives to the Proposed Project have been considered, including the

detailed tiysis of Segment B as an rdternative to Proposed Segment A tiat would not result in new

tr-mission line facilities in Modoc Natioti Forest. The ERS dso considered a variety of alternatives

to the proposed routing of Segment C, including an alternative extending eastward from Alturas to the

L~W corridor in northwest Nevada (tie Nevada Route Ntemative, see Section B.3.4.6.2), as well

as numerous other transmission alternatives (Section B.3 .4.6) and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Alturas

Alignment (Section B.3.4. 1). Further consideration has been given to the Nevada Route Ntemative and

the USFS Mturas Mignment in the Fti ERS. See response to comments ‘GP.1-3 and GP.30-1 for

further discussion of alternatives addressed. h conclusion, a Ml range of reasonable dtematives has

been considered.

GP.148-7 The EMS presents the results of the scoping and dternativ~ identification, screening, and

assessment prbcesses as they were applied in the evaluation of Sierra Pacific Power Company’s (SPPCo’s)

applications to the CPUC and BLM for the proposed Alturas Trwmission Line Project. As required

by CEQA, based on the fijor objectives of the project, a wide variety of rdtematives that could

potentially ~fill those objectives were identified and considered in the dtematives screening process,

without the limitations of the boundaries of a specific study area (see Section B.3). For example, various

transmission, generation, system enhancement and technology dtematives were consideredrthat would

not involve the general ar= between Mturas and Reno. The identification and screening process involved

consideration of SPPCO’S application and Preliminary Environment Assessment (which was deemed

complete by the Lead Agencies before the scoping procas for the ERS was initiated), numerous

comments from public agencies and the general public, and scoping comments and suggestions brought

forward from a wide variety of resource specialists within the Lead Agencies and the EIWS preparation

team. Key screening criteria included technical feasibility and potential environmental impacts and

opportunity to avoid impact across dl of the environmental issue areas considered in the EIWS (air,

biological resources, cultural resources, etc.).

For specific dtemative routes determined to merit Ml consideration and study (including detailed field

surveys) by virtue of their potential for impact rduction and environmental advantage, the Lead Agencies
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determined that the 660-foot study corridor was sufficient to provide for an adequate margin of safety for

fully designating resources in the field for impact tiysis, and most importantly, for mitigation and

avoidance during detailed design and at the time of construction. Section B-2.2.1 of the Find ERS

presents how the collectd resource data within the 660-foot study corridor was utilizd to optimize the

routing of the proposal and alternative segments within the study corridor to minimized impacts. As

indicatd in the Find EMS (Section D.2), not dl of the Applicant-proposed segments are considered to

be environmentally superior. With respect to the impacts analysis itself, significance criteria and

assessment methodologies are described in Part C of the ERS for each of the 12 environmental issue

areas considerd.

GP.148-8 With respect to the comparison of alternatives, the methodology, information considered,

and conclusions are presented in detail in Section B.3 and Part D of the EMS. Please note that some

minor revisions and clarifications have been made to Section B.3 and Part D in the Find ENS. For

those dtematives carried forward for full dysis, the conclusions and findings of Part C (Environment

Analysis) and the hpact Summary Tables were brought together in a comparison matrix in which the

impacts, by environment issue area and impact we, were considered in detail (see Part D). Based on

these side-by-side comparisons, by issue area, the alternative that offers a clear or minor environment

advantage for that issue area was designated (or if no advantage was discernible this was so designated).

Based on the array of these designations @resented in Table D.2-1) the environmentily superior

alternative was d~ignated, with the key factors in the designation higtiighted in Section D.2. 1. With

respect to the No Project Nternative (considered on an issue-by-issue basis in Part C of the Draft EMS)

and the various transmission alternatives considered in Section B.3 .4.6.2 of the FM ENS, it was found

that these alternatives did not offer potential environment advan@g= over the Proposed Project.

Regarding the Route Refinement Proms described in Section B.2.2. 1 of the Find EMS, this was a

preliminary resource-based procdure by which SPPCO utflized the GIS-mapped information to adjust its

proposed centerlines within the 66@foot study corridors (and subsequently revised its project description

for its applications); this was done prior to and independent of the impact tiysis for the ERS. That

is why WISprocess is described in the project description section of the EMS (Section B.2.2. 1).

Witi respect to the 30@foot figure, this was generally considered to avoid or mitigate future r~identid

land use impacts, based on such factors as the dropoff of electric and magnetic field levels and visual

impacts. However, note that CPUC and BLM, for the purposes of this ERS, are obligated to consider

the impacts of this project and .dternativ= - and just because certain choices may have been made in the

past (for example, allowing residential development immediately adjacent to a high voltage transmission

line), those choices shodd not necessarily be favored in the pr=ent, but rather, lessons learned from the

past should be applid wisely in the present @artictiarly to avoid repetition of past mistakes). Finally,

open space and Iongdlstance vistas are given great consideration of both visual resources and land use

and recreation impacts, and, by extension, in alternatives comparison.

GP.148-9 The facts supporting the conclusion that Proposed Segment A is environmentally superior

to Mtemative Segment B are clearly stated in Fti EWS, Section D-2.1. Key factors considered

includes the avoidance of the visual and land use impacts of the transmission line and substation, which

would be closer, visually prominent featur= under Mternative Segment B to the great majority of the
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Alturas community. It has been clearly recognized that Segment A would have disadvantages in the

biologid and cultural resources arm and the geology and SOUSareas.

The impacts Mysis addr=ses rdl potential adverse impacts and would not necessarily give more

importance to increased siltation and pollution in or from a remote area in contrast to an area nearer a

populated area. h some cases the impacts nearer the populated area are more important. The most

important point is the mture and quantity of the impact. The principal proposed substation site at the

Devils Garden may be in an arm that is considered by some to be more beautiful and desirable, but that

may be a vrdue judgement not shared by dl interested parties. The geological materirds at the Devils

Garden site are thin soils overlying hard basaltic lava flows, and the site is not near an active perennial

stream. These conditions and materials are much less likely to be substantially disturbed during

construction or to be eroded so as to contribute increased silt, mud, and pollutants to the region’s rivers,

streams, and ground water. These impacts would be adverse if unchecked, but cotid more easily be

reduced to a level of not significant by Mhigation Measures G-11 and B-7 than the dtemative Mill site.

Because the alternative substation site mill Site) is (1) within the broad lowlands of the Pit Kver Valley,

(2) is in close proximity to the Pit Mver and its tributari~, and (3) is on surficid materials consisting

of unconsolidated dluvid sods, there is a greater potential for erosion during construction, operations,

and during storms. Disturbance of the ground and construction activities could result in introduction of

silt, mud, and pollutants directly into the Ph ~ver. Mitigation Measures G-11 and B-7 could reduce

these impacts to levels of not significant, but it would probably require more effort than at the proposed

Devils Garden site.

GP.148-10 See rmponse to comment PA.8-14.

GP.148-11 Section C.8.2.2 of the Fti ERS

recreatioml uses, which include use of open space.

addresses significant, non-mitigable degradation of

See r=ponses to comments GP. 1432, GP.20-6, and

GP.41-11 regarding significant degradation of additioti recreatioti areas. The significance criteria for

impacts to agricultural uses in the ENS do not include degradation of the qudi~ of these uses.

GP.148 -12 The 300-foot separation dis~ce in most locations is a characteristic of the project

description, as proposed by SPPCO. Mitigation Measure L-13 is provided as a recommendation ody.

See responses to comments GP.8-2 (second paragraph) and GP. 148-8.

One of the purposes of a CEQA or ~PA document is to provide feasible and effective mitigation

measures based on current knowledge. Therefore, a mitigation measure presented in a CEQA or NEPA

document could set a precedent. Identifying a 30&foot setback of the proposed transmission line from

existing residences does not imply that existing transmission lines closer to residences are no longer

acceptable, rather that the 300-foot setback for the Proposed Project could be appropriate based on current

knowledge and public concern.

GP.148-13 Degradation of the quality of recrwtiond uses is identified in the EIWS as significant,

non-mitigable (Class ~ for some recreational areas, and adverse but non-significant (Class IQ for other
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recreatioti areas. Section C.8.2.2 of the Fti ERS address significant, non-mitigable degradation of
-. recreational uses at specific recreational areas. See responses to comments GP. 1432, GP.2@6, and

(’ GP.41-11 regarding significmt degradation of additioti recreationrd areas. See rmponse to comment

GP.6-1 for a summary of project impacts.

GP.148-14 Section C. 10 of the ENS presents a summary of EMF research and the CPUC “Low

Cost Mitigation Policy” for EMF. The restits of the EMF impact analysis is carried forward in the

consideration of land use impacts (Section C.8) and comparison of dtematives @art D). No

inconsistencies are noted.

GP.148-15 The 30@foot separation distance noted in the Fti ERS is a characteristic of the Mturas

Transmission Line routing. as proposed by SPPCO.

GP.148-16 The EMS Visual -ysis does not reference a 30&foot setback as mitigation. However,

a 300-foot setback is proposal as a characteristic of the Proposed Project at dl Io=tions, except for a

residence on Segment L and on apartment complex on Segment X. A description of the visual analysis

methodology applied in tils EMS is provided in Section C. 13.2.1 of the FM EWS.

GP.148-17 The statement noted by the commenter is ody a s~ statement of a more detailed

analysis presented in the Visti Resources Section (C. 13). We s~lining (structures extending above ,

the horizon line) would occur along Proposed Project Segment A, skylining wotid dso occur rdong

Alternative Segment B as illustrated in Figures C. 13-20B-21B, and -22B. Mso, the Mill Site Mtemative

Substation Site, which must be considerd as part of Mternative Segment B, contributes to the overall

significant visual impact of Mternative Segment B.

GP.148-18 The visurd tiysis methodology.used in this ERS is based on an adaptation of the visual

analysis methodologies of the U.S. For=t Service and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management. Both

systems emphasize preservation of the visual qtiity of wfidemess areas, primitive areas, and other

special classifid areas. However, for federd lands that do not qtiify as special status categories such

as those described above, both systems emphasize visual raource preservation of areas that receive

greater public visitation or exposure over areas that receive less public visitation or exposure. The

proposed Devils Garden Substation site will effectively be screened from most views from Crowder Flat

Road. Further, the number of people that will be able to view the Alternative MI1l Site will be

significantly greater than the number of people driving off-road in the Devils Garden area. See revisions

to Section C. 13 regarding the application of the visual analysis methodology to private lands.

See dso response to comment PA.7-18.

H-87

GP.148-19 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and fiture utility corridor ramifiwtions.
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GP.148-20 This E~S recognizes the importance of open vistas and expansive views. As discussed

in Section C. 13.2.2.4 of the Fti EWS, the potential visual impact of Proposed Project Segment A on

the open pastoral landscapes and the Pit River plain south of Hwy 299, are considered a significant Class

I visual impact. However, it should be re-emphasized that a project feature in the foreground of a given

view will be more visually prominent and impacting, than a similar feature in the distant background of

the same view.

GP.148-21 Comment noted. See responses to comments GP. 1-3, GP.6-1, and GP.30-1.

H.2 WPONSES TO CO-NTS ~OM ORG~~ONS AND CImN GROWS (OC)

SET # OC.1 NEIGHBORS OPPOS~G PO~RENCROACHMENT @. O.P.E., GORDON AND
MAR~~ DIC~

Oc.1-l Please see raponses to comment GP. 1-3 and GP.l&ll. To access the North Valley Road

Substation as suggested by the commenter, the Proposed Project wotid likely need to traverse the
poptiated areas of Sun Valley or Spanish Springs, imposing a similar magnitude of impact as traversing

northern Sparks and Reno.

OC.1-2 As presented in Table B4 , Construction Accws Route, three new access roads and five

permanent overlad routes would be developed as part of the Proposed Project. In addition, 14 existing
~wheel drive roads would be upgraded. FMly, several temporary overland travel routes would be
utilized. Ml ac~s roads, except the temporary overland routes, would be used for maintenance

purposes; the temporary overland routes wotid be restored. As discussed in Section B.2.4.2,
Maintenance of Project Factiities, SPPCO does not propose to maintain any of the permanent access routes
for maintenance activities.

SET # OC.2 -N. O.P.E. ~ R. C~ L)

OC.2-1 Your concern for tie Wemd Caverns Battlefield location is noted. The EMS states that
there would be some impact to the integrity of setting by introduction of new visual elements in the

general area, depending on one’s vantage point. However, tiough implementation of the proposed

interpretive program, visitor appreciation of tis important cultural resource would be enhanced and
would serve to mitigate the potential adverse effects from the introduction of new visual elements into

the area from certain vantage points to Class ~.

OC.2-2 Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411.

OC.2-3 Waterfowl and greater santilll cranes use the Pit River corridor area: hpacts to these

species have been described in Section C.3.2.2.3. Additiond waterfowl and crane surveys were
conducted in Spring, 1995. The results of these surveys are provided in Appendices E.8 and E. 10,

respectively, of the Find EWS.

OC.24 Please see Section C.3.2.2.3 for discussion of the impacts to wildlife in the vicinity of

Segment A. Nthough significant retie deer habitat loss and bird loss through collision with transmission
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lines are anticipated to occur, these impacts are mitigable to non-significant levels through Mitigation
Measures B-9, B-13, B-20, B-21, B-22, and B-23. Three measures provide for restoration of temporary

mule deer habitat loss, the establishment of offsite compensation habitat for permanent habitat loss, bird

flight diverters to mark the transmission lines, and additiond offsite compensation for santilll cranes.

See dso Appendices E.8 and E. 10, of this Fti EMS for additioti survey results for waterfowl and

cranes, respectively.

OC.2-5 See responses to comment GP.136-1 and GP. 137-1. The corridor passes the location of

the Lassen Trail.

OC.24

SET # OC.3

OC.3-1
Peavine Peak.

SET # OC.4

OC.41
Peavine Peak.

See responses to comments GP.41-24 and GP. 135-13.

COMSTOCK MM ASSOCM~ON @OB RAMSEw

Section C.8.2.2 has been revised to include a discussion of the recreatioti

~VADA ALL STATE ~ WERS WCULE WSU

Section C.8.2.2 has been revised to include a discussion of the recreatioti

impacts to

impacts to

The project Applicant has not indicated that accms wodd be r~tricted other than potential

short-term restrictions during project construction.

SET # OC.5 ~~ENTS OF ANDERSON AC~

OC.5-1 Comment noted. Please see response to comment GP.28-1.

SET # OC.6 - _~ENTS OF HO~ON _LS

OC.6-1

SET # OC.7

OC.7-1

Comment noted. See rwponsm to comments GP.25-1 and GP.28-1.

~~ENTS ALONG ALTERNATE RO~ WCFG

Please see response to comment GP.25-1.

The comparison mdysis of Proposed Segment W to Mtemative Segment WCFG has beenOC.7-2
revised in the Find ERS, Part D, to consider the residences located n= Mternative Segment WCFG.

Based on the land use and visti impacts to the WCFG alignment, Proposed Segment W has been deemed
environmentally superior to Mternative WCFG. See response to comment GP.30-1 for a discussion of

dtematives considered in this EMS.

SET # OC.8 LASSEN SPORTSMEN CL~ (JOHN R. GNTHER)

OC.8-1 Comment noted.

system alternatives addressed.

FM EMS, Novmkr U95
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As discussed in the noted sections, with the exception of some .

H-89



PMT H. ~PONSE TO COWNTS

transmission alternatives, the other system dtemativ= were incapable of reasonably satisfying at )east

one of the project objectives (CEQA alternative screening criteria - see Section B.3 .2). For those

transmission alternatives that could satis~ the project objectives, either individually or collectively, an

assessment of their environment impacts was conducted (see Section B.3 .4.6.2). This analysis

concluded that the subject transmission dtematives do not provide environmental advantage in comparison

to the Proposed Project (another CEQA screening criteria - see Section B.3.2). Please see responses to

comments GP. 1411, GP.30-1, and GP.52-3. Section A.6 of the EMS discusses the economic benefits

of the Proposed Project.

SET # OC.9 LONG VALLEY AREA PROPERTY O-RS (JO~ R. GN~R)

OC.9-1 The environmentily superior route is identified in Part D of the EMS. An dtemative

on the west side of Long Valley in the subject area was screened out, primarily due to biological
resources and land use issues, as described in Section B.3.4. 1 of the FM ERS. Mternative Segment
Z is considered the environmentily superior alternative and NEPA Lead Agency preferred dtemative,

as described in Section D.2 of the ENS. The comment regarding opposition to the project is noted and
will be comidered by the CPUC and BLM in their decisions on the Proposed Project.

OC.9-2 Please see rmponse to comment OC.9-1. h addition, numerous other dtematives to

routing in the subject area have been considered in the ENS, including the No Project Alternative,
various transmission alternatives for bringing power into the Reno-Sparb area from the east (see Section
B.3.4.6), generation alternatives (Section B.3.4.3), system enhancement dtematives (Sections B.3.4.4),

and dtemative alignments that would pass to the east of Petersen Mountain @astside Routes 1 and 2,
Section B.3.4. 1). Further comideration has been given to the Nevada Route Atemative and Eastside

Routes 1 and 2 in the Fiti ERS. None of the alternative routm were considered to be superior to the
Proposed Project in combination with Segment Z. However, a further shift of the route to the east would
bring about greater impacts due to ground and habitat disturbance associated with access and construction
of the trans~sion line.

SET # OC.1O N.O.P.E. @ON PRATHER)

Oc.1o-1 Please see responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2 for a discussion of EMF impacts.

OC.1O-2 As discuss~ in Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Fiti ENS (Section C.14 in the Draft EMS),

the Nevada Route Mterative would need to traverse the northern Spark and Reno areas to access the

North Valley Road Substation, the required termination point of the Proposed Project (see Section A,6

for complete discussion). The northern areas of Spark and Reno are primarily residential with densities

of 3 to 21 dwelling units per acre. These densities are much higher than the Proposed Project which
traverses rural environments, except the very southern terminus. As a result of this higher density, the

Nevada Route Alternative would subject more people (children and adtits) to EMFs, because a minimum

separation distance of 300 feet between the Proposed Project and residential receptors (except for one

residence on Segment L and an apartment complex on Segment X) would not be feasible. See Section

C. 10.2.3.1 of the EMS for a complete discussion of electric and magnetic field impacts.
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SET # OC.11 N.O.P.E. (JW J. BROm
.-

,,
,. Oc.11-l See revisions to Section A.6.9.1. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has

been expanded to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the

Proposed Project, including expansion of the Border Town Substation and fiture utility corridor

ramification.

OC.11-3

OC.114

Please see response to comment OC.1 1-1.

Access requirements in the vicinity of Meti Caverns wotid consist of an intermittently

bladed single-lane overland route along the Proposed Project’s right-of-way. This access route wotid be

located slightly more than a mile to the west of, and on the plateau above, Wemd Caverns and wodd

not be visible from Mernrd Caverns.

OC.11-5 The Pit River is usd by migratory waterfowl, shorebirds, wintering raptors, and nesting

ground birds such as greater sandhill cranm, Canada geese, and northern harriers. Section C.3.2.2.3 of

the EMS addresses the potential impacts to avian species as a resdt of the Proposed Project.

Transmission lines are hewn to be a significant cause of motii~ among certain crane poptiations;

however, this is not the number one cause of death among migratory birds. Section C.3. 1.2.3 and

Appendm E. 1 of the EMS include a discussion of the existing conditions at the Modoc National Wlldife

Refige regarding collisions with utiliw lines on the refige. ~ the ~amath Basin, which is used as a

stopover for waterfowl during migration each year, thousands of waterfowl are tilled by avian cholera.
h addition, botulism is r=ponsible for a significant number of deaths among waterfowl during the

summer months.

~SET # OC.12 N.O.P.E. (SWON J. BRO~

OC.12-1 Please see responses to comments GP.8-2, GP.52-2 and GP.89-1 (second paragraph).

OC.12-2 With respect to the corridor issue pertaining to the Modoc National Forest, the specific
decisiomg requirements and land use issues are further clarified in the revised Sections A.4, and
C.8, and E.3.3 of this Fiti EMS. Numerous alternatives to the Proposed Project have been considered,

including the detailed dysis of Segment B as an dtemative to Proposed Segment A that wotid not

result in new transmission line facilities in Modoc Nationrd For=t. The ENS rdso considered an
alternative extending eastward from Mturas to the LADWP corridor in northwest Nevada (the Nevada

Route Ntemative, in Section B.3.4.6.2), as well as numerous other transmission alternatives (Section

B.3.4.6) and the U.S. Forest Service wSFS) Nturas Mignment (Section B.3.4.1). Further consideration
has been given to the Nevada Route Alternative and the USFS Nturas Mignrnent, as well as to the

comparison between Segments A and B in this Find EMS (see Sections B.3, B.4, and Part D). b

conclusion, a full range of reasomble dtematives has been considered.

Section E.3.3, Potentird Growth-hducing Effects, has been revised to include a more thorough discussion
( ‘-’’” of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including future utility corridor

ramifications.
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oc.n-3 See response to comment GP.25-1.

SET # OC.13 =NDS OF PEA-, mC. ~ ODENCWZ)

OC.13-1 Comment noted. Please see r~ponses to comments GP. 10-1, GP.28-1, and GP.30-1. See

Section C.3 of the EMS for a complete discussion of acc~s road restoration.

OC.13-2 Aquatic sources along Segments X and Y consist of streams and springs. Two riparian

streams which are jurisdictioti features along these segments are marked on Base Maps 31 and 32 at

the end of Volume I of the EWS. Other streams along Segments X and Y are not jurisdiction features,

but procedures to protect these resources would be in effect through the implementation of Mitigation

Measures G-1, G-7, G-8, G-n, and H-3 through H-6.

Springs occur near the corridor near Mileposts 159 and 161. Efforts will be taken to avoid these springs;
no structures will be placed within active springs. Mitigation Measures H-5 through H-8 will ensure that

any impacts would be reduced to a level of insignificance.

The Proposed Project wodd not affect streams or creek in the vicinity of the project area. The proposed

transmission line would span these areas and restrictions are applied during construction of the project.
Watercourses and streams in the vicinity of the project area protected and a California Department of Fish
and Game Stream Ateration permit wotid be required if any activities occur in these areas. Ml streams
are protected by a 200-foot buffer as specified in the ENS, and biologid monitors will be present when

work occurs in these areas to ensure compliance with this rwtriction.

OC.13-3 Portions of Peavine Peak area that wotid be traversed by the Proposed Project or the
dtemative alignments do not support trees due to climatic limitations and competition horn native shrubs,
which are more tolerant of seasoti soil moisture deficits @illings, 1950). This is demonstrated by the

presence of isolated stands of ponderosa and jefiey pine on SOUSthat have been hydrothermally altered.
These soils possess chemid characteristics that exclude the zond Great Basin vegetation which would
otherwise out-compete the trees. Ponderosa pine is the ody specim of tree that is located in the project

study corridor in the vicinity of Peavine Peak. The Proposed Project would not impact any stands of

ponderosa pine growing on hydrothetily dterd andesite sofis. No mitigation is proposed to replace
trees on Peavine Peak because the Project would not remove any trees.

kpacts to big sagebrush scrub are not considered significant and no mitigation is proposed for impacts
to this vegetation me. hpacts to low sagebrush scrub and sagebrush-bitterbrush scmb are considered

significant. Mitigation for impacts to these plant communities include onsite restoration of affected areas

md offsite compensation for residud impacts. Please refer to the ERS for more detail regarding the
assessment of impact significance and mitigation measures for significant impacts to plant communities.

Specific guidelines for mitigation implementation will be detailed in the Community Habitat and

Restoration Plan under preparation.

OC.134 Three sits on Segment Y which have been provisiotily recommended as potentially
significant are prehistoric Iitilc scatters. Th~e sitm are provisiotily recommended as significant based

on their potential to yield information important in history or prehistory.

Fti EMS, Novmkr 1W5 H-92



P~T H. =PONSE TO CO_~S

Specific site location is considered confidential and cannot be relwed to members of the public without

prior approval of the lead Federd agency. Th=e sites are approximately two miles east of the site of
1

Poeville.

OC.13-5 The Project Applicant is proposing to construct the transmission line structures of certain

steel which will oxidke to a mturd rust color. With regard to screening the Proposed Project by

planting shrubs and trees, the height of the proposed strucmres and the often rocky and steep terrain that

the Proposed Route wodd cross would not be conducive to effective Project screening. However,

portiom of the Proposed Route do make use of intemening hills and ridges to help screen the Proposed

Project from public view. Underground of the trmmission line wotid mitigate the visual impacts of the

project, but wodd leave r=idti scarring, until revegetation efforts are complete (see Section C.3 of

Draft ERS). Response to comment GP. 10-1 discusses the faibility of undergrounding the Proposed

Project.

OC.134 The kindness of the offer is achowldged. However, the area has already been subjected

to detailed reconnaissance and field smeys by members of the ERS preparation team and our overall

wortioad and schedule retirements in preparing the Find EWS for approximately 280 miles of

proposed and alternative transmission line corridors preclude us from such firther field study activity in
the subject area.

SET # OC.14 SECRET VALLEY WCH PROPERW OWRS

OC.141 Comment noted; also, please see response to comment GP. 143-3. Sections C. 10.2.3.3

and C. 11.2.2.4 of the Find ERS discuss the fue risk imposed by the Proposed Project and the
availability of public fire fighting semices, respectively.

OC.142 See response to comment GP.2-2.
.

SET # OC.15 FORM LETTER FROM RESDENTS OF RENO

OC.15-1 Comment noted. Please see raponses to comments GP.6-1 and GP.3&l. Section E.3.3,

Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more thorough discussion of growth
inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion of the Border Town Substation

and fiture utility corridor ramifications.

SET # OC.16 FORM LE~R OPPOS~G ~STALLA~ON OF SUBSTA~ON AND
PO~RL~ ~ LONG VALLEY

OC.16-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.6-1 and GP.30-1. The land use

and visual impacts of the Proposed Project on Long Vrdley and the Toiyabe National Forest are discussed

in Sections C.8 and C. 13 of the Fiti ERS, respectively.

-. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more thorough

{: discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion of the

Border Town Substation and fiture utility corridor ramifications.
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SET # OC.17 HO~ON ~LS GENEW WROWMENT DIS~CT

OC.17-1 The comment is noted and will be considered by the CPUC and BLM in their decisions

on the Proposed Project. Please see response to comment GP.30-1. Numerous alternatives to routing

in the subject area have been considered in the Draft EMS, including various transmission rdtematives

for bringing power into Reno from the east (see Section B.3.4.6), generation dtematives (Section

B.3.4.3), system enhancement dtematives (Section B.3.4.4), and an alternative route that would terminate
at North Valley Road Substation after an approach from the north @astside Route 2, Section B.3.4. 1).

Further consideration has been given to the Nevada Route Nternative and EastSide Route 2 in the Find

ERS. None of these rdternatives were considered to offer substantial potential for tipact reduction

relative to the proposed route. The provided information has been considered in the EMS.

OC.17-2 See response to comment GP.25-1.

OC.17-3 The Proposed Project impacts to Peavine PeA are

Fiti ERS.

OC.174 See r~ponses to comments GP.2-2 and GP.39-1.

pr=ented in Section C.8.2.2 of the

OC.17-5 Power lines in the Horizon Hills area would not whistle in the wind. Please see the

response to comment TR.241 for a detailed discussion of this concern.

OC.174 See r~ponse to comment OC. 17-3.

OC.17-7 The Proposed Project would not include construction or structure placement in the riparian

zones. A 200-foot buffer would be maintained in these areas. k addition, preconstruction surveys would
be performed to identify raptor nests and other sensitive resourcw in the vicinity of the Proposed Project.
If these resoumes are identifid, construction wodd be prohibited until the breeding season is concluded.

The buffer zone for nesting raptors includes 0.5 mile from active nests. See response to comment
OC.17-3.

OC.17-8 See responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2. As discussed in Section C. 10.1.2.3 of

the Fiti ERS, the ar~ of analysis with respect to EMFs has focused on long-term exposure. Persons

recreating within proximity to the transmission line wotid be exposed to EMFs for limited time durations.

OC.17-9 The impact of corom noise is discussed in detail in response to comment GP.764. There

would occur no significant noise impact at a distance of 2000 or more feet from the proposed

transmission line.

OC.17-10 See response to comment GP.68-1.

OC.17-11 See response to comment GP.59-3.
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OC.17-12 Comment notd. EMS Sections C. 13.1.3.12 and C.13.2.2.4 (Segment X), describe the

subject portion of %oposed Segment X ~7 and ~9) and the anticipated visual impacts in the vicinity

of Horizon Hills.

OC.17-13 See responses to comments GP.1-3, GP.1411, and GP.52-3.

SET # OC.18 N.O.P.E.

Oc.1s-1 This issue was addressed by the CPUC in mid-1994 to limit the environmentily disturbing

activities that the Applicant may carry out before receiving application approval. With respect to the

helicopter issue, please refer to response to comment GP.41-15.

SET # OC.19 CI=NS FOR PRESERVA~ON OF LONG VALLEY

OC.19-1 Please see respomes to comments GP. 1417 and GP.52-3.

OC.19-2 See responses to comments GP.28-1 and GP.3&l. Your concerns regarding the historical

significance of Long Valley is noted. Many of the vMey systems intersected by the route are

characterized ‘byand thematically linked by ranching and open range grazing. As such, it is difficdt to

identify discrete, bordered sections or regions that qualify as the typically defied rural historic landscape.

The pervasive mture of ranch and open grazing throughout the project area is so broad, that application
of the concept “rural historic landscape” exce~ the intent of the guidelines. Taken in a broader context,

Long Valley has been developed and modified up to the present. Modem elements include a four-lane

highway, mobile homes, and commercial structures.

OC.19-3 See responses to comments GP. 1417 and GP.3&l. See revisions to Section B.3.4.2

regarding expansion of the North Valley Road Subswtion.

SET # OC.20 FORM LETTER REG_~G RECREA~ONAL USE OF S~W COUNTY
ROD 570

OC.20-1 Long Valley Road (CounV Road 570), wodd be crossed by the proposed transmission line

and would be used as a construction access route. It has an existing average daily trfic volume of

approximately 100 vehicles per day and would likely carry higher volumes on active recreatioti
weekends. Measures would be taken to ensure that this road would not be blocked for extended periods

of time during construction tiess an alternative detour route is established.

Section C.8. 1.2 (under Sierra CounW Segment w of the Fti EWS has been amended to acknowledge

recreational use of Long Valley Road. The analysis of impacts to recreational uses in Section C.8.2.2
of the Final EWS addresses dl recreation areas included in the land use setting, including Sierra County

Road 570. Sierra County Road 570 was not added to the list of recreation areas significantly impacted

by the Proposal Project, because impacts to this recreation area were determined to be non-significant

pursuant to the land use significance criteria.
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SET # OC.21 BOY SCOUTS OF AMEWCA, NEVADA -A COUNC~

OC.21-1 Please see response to comment OC.20-1.

SET # OC.22 U.S. HANG GLD~G ASSOC~~ON,

OC.22-1 If it is determined after construction of the

mc.

transmission line that spherical markers
(aviation balls) are needed on the lines to improve visibility and safety for the hang gliders, then a written

request may be shbmittd to the Lead Agencies requesting that such objects be installed by the Applicant,

subject to the review and approval by the Lead Agencies in constipation with the FAA (see revisions to
Section C.12.2.2.1 in the Fiti ER).

SET # OC.23 FORM LE~R FROM REC~A~ONAL USERS OF TONABE NA~ONAL
FOREST ~ DOG VWLEY

OC.23-1 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more
thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and future utili~ corridor ramifications.

OC.23-2 Section C.8 discusses the compatibility of the proposed and dtemative Border Town
Substation sites with adjacent land uses. Please see response to comment OC.20-1 regarding
compatibility of Proposed Project with recreatioti uses of Sierra County Road 570.

OC.23-3 Please see response to comment OC.23-1.

sET # oc.~ FOm LEmR REGARD~G BLM PARCEL ~ER 021-090-02

OC.241 -Please see response to comment OC. 19-2 regarding the historical significance of Long
Valley. See response to comment OC.2@l regarding compatibility of the Proposed Project with
recreatioti uses of Sierra County Road 570. See r~ponse to comment OC.23-2 regarding compatibility

of the proposed Border Town Substation with adjacent land us=.

SET # OC.25 PE~~ON TO DENY ACC~S TO SmRRA PAC~C PO~R L- ON
PEA- RANCH

OC.25-1 Comment noted. Sections C.8.2 and C.13.2 of the Draft EWS discuss recreational and

land use impacts, respectively, and the consistency of the Proposed Project with federd, state, and local

land use and visual policies. Please see response to comment GP.28-1 for a summary of project impacts

in the vicinity of Peavine Peak.

SET # OC.26 CIMN ALERT ~. LEE D~~

OC.26-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.1-3, GP. 1-3B, GP.6-1, GP. 10-11,

GP.1411, GP.30-1, and GP.52-3.
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OC.26-2 See responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2.

OC.26-3 Sections C. 10.1.3.4 and C. 10.2.3.2 of the ERS provide a complete discussion of induced

current impacts.

OC.2W See Section C.2.2.4 of the Fti EWS for a complete discussion of cumtiative project

particulate during construction and operation.

OC.26-5 Comment noted. The presence of the right-of-way is not expected to impact tourism in

the Reno area. Section C.8.2.2 of the Find ENS has been modified to include a discussion of the

impacts of the Proposed Project on Rancho San Rafael Park.

SET # OC.27 ~MO PO~R COW-

OC.27-1 As discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Fti EWS, to satisfy the Proposed Project

objective of improved service reliability for the Reno~ake Tahoe area, a new 120 kV or 345 kV

transmission line from the Tracy Substation to Sflver Lake Substation was considered in conjunction with

the Midpoint-V*y Nternatives. Since these Tracy-Silver Lake alternatives would need to traverse

northern Sparks and Reno, they were eliminated from further consideration because they did not reduce

or eliminate the enviromnenti impacts of the Proposed Project @lease see response to comment GP.30-1

for a summary of CEQA screening criteria).

OC.27-2 As discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Fti ERS, the Midpoint-Vtiy Mternatives,

in combination with ke Tracy-Silver Lake Mternatives, satisfied dl project objects with the exception
of future interconnection to L~ (secondary objective). As discussed in response to comment 0C.27-

1, these rdternatives were eliminatd from further consideration because they did not reduce or eliminate

the environmental impacts of the Proposal Project.

OC.27-3 See Section B.3.2 for a complete discussion of the CEQA dtemative screening

methodology that was applied to dl dtematives considered in this FM ERS.

SET # OC.28 CI~S FOR PRESERVA~ON OF LONG VALLEY (JAN LOW~

OC.28-1 As discussed in rmponse to comment GP. 142, present and historic land ownership is not

a factor considerd under CEQA. Section E.3 .3, Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded
to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project,

including expansion of the Border Town Substation and future uttiity corridor ramifications.

Numerous alternatives to routing in the subject area have been considered in the Find ERS, including

various transmission dtematives for bringing power into Reno from the east (see Section B.3.4.6),

generation dtematives (Section B.3.4.3), system enhancement dtematives (Section B.3.4.4), and an

alternative route that wotid terminate at North Valley Road Substation after an approach from the north

(Eastside Route 2, Section B.3.4.1). Further consideration has been given to the Nevada Route

Alternative, Eastside Route 2, and dtematives to the Border Town substation site in the Find EMS.
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None of these alternatives were considered to be superior to the proposed route and substation site. The

provided information has been considered in the ERS.

OC.28-2 Please see response to comment OC.28-1.

OC.28-3 See response to comment OC.28-1.

OC.284 See responses to comment OC.28-1.

OC.28-5 See response to comment OC.28-1. The EWS has no authority over SPPCO’Sselection

of proposed or alternative project sites and, therefore, do= not “allow” the Project Applicant to design

the Proposed Project. The EMS is a purely informational document, providing an analysis of the
environrnenti impacts of constructing and operating the Proposed Project. One of the obligations of an

EMS is to assess the specific project as proposed by the Applicant, which this EWS does. For
example, the Applicant’s project d~cription as submitted to the Lead Agencies includes maps that

designate the locations of its proposed angle points, including Angle Point ml, which the EIWS assesses
as part of the Proposed Project. The ERS is to be usd by federd, state, and local agencies in making
decisions on the Proposed Project and its rdternatives.

Section C.8.3.8.2 has been revised in the FM ERS to acknowledge the dtemative Border Town
Substation site’s inconsistency with the Pine Valley Subdivision CCW. Section C.8.2 discusses the

compatibili~ of the proposed Border Town Substation and alternative sites with adjacent land uses. It
should be noted that the CC&Rs can be amended to allow construction of the substation with the
approval of Sierra County by the affirmative vote of 75 % of the owners of the parcels in the development

who are entitled to vote. h addition, eminent domain powers are not affected in acquiring properties
with CC&R restrictions.

OC.284 -The Find ENS discussion regarding Sierra CounW policy cotiicts has been expanded.

See revised Section C.8.2.3.3.

OC.28-7 See response to comment OC. 19-2.

OC.28-8 See response to comment GP.52-3. Section A.6.2 has been revised to clari~ the need for

the Proposed Project.

OC.28-9 See Sections A.6.8.2 and B.3.4.3 for a complete discussion of to what extent generation
can satisfy the project objectives, including improved service reliability.

OC.28-10 There is no direct correlation between the simultaneous import capability of SPPCO’S

system and the power rating of suppIies, including generation. For example, SPPCO’S current

simultaneous import capability rating is limited to 360 W, but as presented in Table A-3 of the Draft

ERS, SPPCO’Ssupply system in 1992 totied 1172 ~. As clarified in Sections A.6.2.4 md A.6.5

in the Final E~S, the reliabili~ concern associated with SPPCO’Ssystem is twofold: 1) two-tilrds of

their supply is accessing the Reno area via the Tracy Substation and 2) projected failure of the 120 kV

line from Tracy Substation to Spanish Springs Substation.
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OC.28-11 See revisions to Section B.3.4.2 regarding expansion of the North Valley Road Substation.

As discussed in Section B.3.4.2, two options to substation expansion were considered: 1) two-tiered

approach and 2) direct expansion of existing pad. The commenters’ suggestion to move the expansion

area to the top of SPPCO’S property was not considered bemuse of the extensive visual impacts that

would result.

OC.2S-12 The referenced text regarding Border Town has been revised in the Find EMS.

See response to comment GP. 14-3 and revised Part E.3.3 of the FM ENS regarding growth in the

North Valleys area of Washoe County.

OC.2S-13 See responses to comments OC.28-1 and OC.28-11.

OC.2S-14,15,16 Easside Routes 1 and 2 have been given further consideration in the Find ENS,

including consideration of the subject comments.

OC.2S-17,1S,19 The subject alternative substation sites have been given tier consideration in the

Fiti EWS (with appropriate revisions pertaining to APN 082-083-09), including consideration of the
subject comments (see Section B.3 .4.2). Whh respect to the wildife arm comiderations, in general the
key impacts relate to both loss of habitat for wildife (for which reason th=e areas

the first place) and degradation of the visitor experience (including recreatioti and
to the presence of the substation and transmission line facilities.

OC.2S-20 See response to comment OC.28-11.

were established in ,

scientific uses) due

OC.2S-21 See r=ponse to comment GP. 135-14. The area of potential effect for the corridor was

defined as 660 feet wide at the time of this analysis. The Border Town substation study encompassed

a significantly larger area @ase Map 30, at the end of Volume D than the 660-foot-wide corridor used
along the linear portions of the route. Additiotily, the BLM has subsequently formulated a position that
“historic properties” (see rwponse to comment GP. 135-14) identified by the public, dso be addressed

in the E~S for an area up to one mile each side of the unterline.

OC.2S-22 See response to comment OC. 19-2. Historic properties as defined by the guidance set

forth in the implementing re@ations found at 36 CFR 800 for the Natiod Register of Historic Places

are cultural resources listed or fotily determined eligible for inclusion on the National Register. An

architecturrd evaluation of Long Valley is beyond the scope of the ERS.

OC.2S-23 The ranch property is outside of the original study area (see response to comment 0C.28-

21). Mthough not a historic property as defied in response to comment OC.28-22, given the immediate

proximity to the dtemative Border Town substation study area, we conclude that from a cultural

resources standpoint the proposed substation location wotid be a superior choice. This conforms with

the findings of the ERS which identifid the proposed Border Town substation location as the preferred

alternative. Your cormnent is noted regarding the National Park Service Btiletins Nos. 30 and 36.

Bulletin No. 30 contains specific language stating “large rural districts may be able to absorb new

development and still maintain their overall integriu, provided large scale intrusions are concentrated in
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a relatively few locations and cover a proportionately sdl percentage of the overall acreage. ” Such is

the ne with the Proposed Project and wotid thus have no effect on application of the concept by others,

OC.28-M The project’s consistency with lod policies is addressed in Section C.8.2.3.3 of the Draft

ENS. See response to comment OC.20-1 regarding compatibility of the Proposed Project with

recreatioti uses of Sierra County Road 570. Section C.8.2.2 discusses the compatibility of the proposed

Border Town Substation with adjacent land uses.

OC.28-25 See response to comment OC.20-1 regarding compatibility of Proposed Project with

recreatioti uses of Sierra County Road 570. The comments on the use of the upper end of Long Vrdley

for snowmobiling and cross-country skiing are noted.

OC.28-26 It is assumed that the comment is in reference to impacts of the project on nearby
residences. See respome to comment letter OC.32.

OC.28-27 See responses to comments OC.20-1 and OC.28-25.

OC.28-28 The comment on zoning is noted and the text has been corrected accordingly in the Final
EWS. The discussion of noise sourcm and levels, however, is accurate. The discussion of the relative
noise impact of the alternative Border Town site has been changed to take into account the presence of

a residence near the alternative Border Town site.

OC.28-29 Table C. 13-3 has been revised to correctly indicate a ~ Class ~ designation for Route
Segment V05 to W9. Table C. 13-9 has been revised to correctly indicate an hpact Class I designation
for Route Segment V05 to W2 and an hpact Class ~ designation for Route Segment W2 to M9.

OC.28-30 Section C. 13.2.3 definm a cumtiative bpact as occurring “if one or more of the
cumulative projects (as identified in Table B-13) is constructed withii the same viewshed as the Proposed

Project. ” There are no curmdative projects identified in Table B-13 that would be constructed within the
same field of view as the Proposed Border Town Substation. h that context, no cumulative impact would

occur. Section C. 13.2.3 further statw that: “It is dso possible that a cumdative impact could occur if

a viewer’s perception is that the general visual quality of an &ea is dtished by the proliferation of

visible structures (or construction effects such as ground scars), even if the structures are not dl witiln

the same field of view. ” Again, there are no cumtiative projects proposed in the vicinity of Border Town
Substation (either within the she field of view or within different fields of view) that would, in

conjunction with Border Town Substation, contribute to a cumulative visual impact. Therefore, within

tils second context, a cumdative visual impact would not result from Border Town Substation, See

revisions to Section E.3.3 with regards to the addition of future projects to Border Town Substation.

The passage referenced in the second paragraph of the comment indicates that the potential cumulative

impact resulting from the proximi~ of Route Segment WM-W05 with the proposed Ski Resort/Golf
Course in the Long Valley Balls Canyon area, wodd be “adverse but not significant due to the relatively

limited number of viewers and the anticipated rurd-recreatioti appearance of the ski resort. ” It is
principally the “rurd-recreatioti appearance” of the proposed Ski Resort/Golf Course and the lack of
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an industrial appearance or sense of urbtition tiat leads to a conclusion of impact non-significance.

It should be noted that the application for the subject resort with Sierra CounW has been withdrawn.

With regard to visual sensitivity and site visitation, the 100 vehicles per day figure referenced in Table

C. 12-1 is an approximate figure. At 100 vehicles per day ad a vehicle occupancy range averaging 1

to 1.2 of persons per vehicle, approximately 36,500 to 45,000 site visits per year could occur.

OC.28-31 Recent VRM ratings of the Border Town Substation site by the Bureau of Land

Management, have r=ulted in the site being assigned a “C” Scenic Qtiity Rating, Foreground Visual

Element from County Road 570, and High Sensitivity. The restiting VRM Class is a Class ~ and is

consistent with the information pr=ented in the EWS. The meadow to the west of the substation site

was assigned a “B” Scenic Quality rating and reclassified a VRM Class U.

OC.28-32 See revisions to Section E.3.3 for a discussion of the growth-inducement impacts of the

Proposed Project as they relate to future growth in the North Valleys area.

OC.28-33 Sections A.6.7.5 and E.3.3 have been revised to include a more thorough discussion of

the future L~D interconnections.

OC.28-34 As discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2 and summtid on Table A-8, the Frenchman Tap

Mternative provides ody partial improvement in import capaci~. The other two primary objectives of
the Proposal Project, improvti reliability and access to the Pacific Northwest power market, are not even

partially satisfid by this alternative. When considering the Frenchman Tap Mternative in conjunction
with other alternatives (see Section B.3.4.6.2) the combined dternativm could not reasombly satisfy the

project objectives (for CEQA screening criteria - see Section B.3.2).

OC.28-35 Numerous other rdternatives to routing in the subject area were considered in the Draft

EMS, including alternative rdignments that wotid pass to the =t of Petersen Mountain (Eastside Routes

1 and 2, Section B.3.4. 1). Further consideration has been given to the Nevada Route Mtemative and

Eastside Routes 1 and 2 in this Fti ENS.

OC.28-36 See response to comment OC.28-1.

OC.28-37 See response to comment OC.28-1.

OC.28-38 See response to comment OC.28-1.

OC.28-39 The Applicant has proposed landscaping for the proposed Border Town Substation.

Mitigation Measure V-10 has been addti to the Find EMS requiring that the Applicant prepare a

Landscaping Plan for the substation, subject to the review and approval of the Lead Agencies.

H-101
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SET # OC.29 CAL~O~ NA- PLANT SOC~~

OC.29-1 The Applicant is required to follow had Agency guidelines.

OC.29-2 The Applicant shall be required to replace dl existing barriers to overland travel following

construction. However, as noted in the comment, areas such as the Mturas volcanic gravels are very

open and do not have natural barriers. Except where the Proposed Project would create new access to

a sensitive plant community or plant populations, the Applicant would not be required to erect barriers

to prevent ORV access. Under CEQA and NEPA, mitigation can ody be asse;sed for direct or indirect

impacts of a project. The Applicant is not responsible for mitigating existing impacts unrelated to the
construction or maintenance of the proposed facility.

Offsite compensation is ody used to mitigate for permanent impacts and to compensate for the residud

impacts that remain following onsite restoration for temporary impacts.

OC.29-3 The text has been changed in the Fmd EMS as suggested.

OC.294 To the extent possible, the project design was modified to ~e or avoid special status

plant habitats. However, some impacts were unavoidable. The classification of these impacts as
‘temporary” is basal on application of Mitigation Measure B-5, which provides for restoring the

impacted special status plants. A detailed restoration plan shall be requird prior to construction (see
response to comment PA.23-1). Restored areas shall be monitored to determine their effectiveness and
contingency measures “will be applied if success criteria have not been met. Offsite compensation shall
be used to supplement restoration.

OC.29-5 Synergisms may exist between types of impacts; however, for assessment of impacts and

application of mitigation, it was necessary to separate them. The fid an~ysis, though, considers all

potential impacts together. ktroduction of non-native plant specia is covered under Mitigation Measure

B-8.

OC.294 Please see response to comment OC.294.

OC.29-7 kterested parties, such as the Shasta Chapter of CNPS, should request the CPUC or the

BLM for an opportunity to review project plans. As the Lad Agencies for this project, providing for

such review will be at their discretion.

OC. 29-8 See r~ponse to comment 29-7.

SET # OC.30 SEW CLUB 11

OC.30-1 Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3B and GP. 1438. Sections A.6.8 and B.3 include

discussions of to what extent the various dtematives considered satisfied the project objectives (see

r~ponse to comment GP.30-1). Mtematives were eliminated if they did not satis~, in a reasonable
mmer, at least one project objective. Alternatives that satisfid at least one of the project objectives,

which were Transmission Atematives, were considered in Section B.3 .4.6.2. As presented in Section
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B.3.4.6.2 of the Find ERS, the potentird transmission dtematives did not provide environmental

advantage in comparison to the Reposed Project. Therefore, these alternatives were eliminated from

firther consideration (see Section B.3.2 - alternative screening methodology). Sections A.6.4 and A.6.6

of the ERS present the economic benefits of the Proposed Project, including improved wheeling services

and spot market purchases from the Pacific Northw=t power market. Section A.6.2.4 presents the

existing and projected limitations of SPPCO’Ssystem. Sections A.6.4, A.6.5, and A.6.6 discuss how the
limitations (objectiv=) are satisfid by the Mturas Project. hcreased import capability does not ordy

allow wheeling and spot purchases, but dso improves reliabili~ which is the unique solution of the

Proposed Project.

OC.30-2 Countystatements of opposition to the Proposed Project were adopted immediately prior

to, or after, release of the Draft ERS. Cotiicts with community environment plans and gods are

addressed in revised Section C.8.2.3.3 of the Find E~S. Nso, see response to comment GP. 135-5.

Section E.3.3 has been revised to include’s more thorough discussion of the growth inducement aspects

of the project.

OC.30-3 The fact that expectations for unirnpaird scenic qtii~ wotid typidly be greater in more

remote areas of the proposed route does not mean that there wodd be a significant visual impact

wherever the Boposed Project is located in a remote area.

The second paragraph on page C.8-6 of the Draft EWS notes that a portion of the Segment O corridor

passes through two comers of the Skedadde Wildife Study Area. See respome to comment GP. 135-5
regarding consistency of the Proposed Project with federd, state, and locrdplans, re@ations, provisiom,

and policies.

Section C.8.2.3.2has been revised to include a consistency ~ysis of the Proposed Project with Senate
Bill 2431. Since the Westen Regioti Trwrnission Association ~TA) does not have regulatory

iduence over the Proposed Project, an analysis of the WRTA gods/policies was not conducted.

OC.304 The Pifion Pine Power Plant is located on the east side of SPPCO’Ssystem at the Tracy

generating station, placing more supply on the Vahny-Tracy-North Valley corridor. As a res~t, this
generation project would not improve service reliability to the Reno/Ne Tahoe area (see Sections

A.6.2.4, A.6.5, and B.3.4.3 of the Finrd EWS). Ntematives that were capable of satis~ing at least one

of the project objectives were considerd further in Section B.3 .4.6.2 of the FM E~S with respect

to several factors, including environmentrd impacts, utfiity corridor requirements, and timing of
dtemative permitting and design. This latter factor was presented since current CEQA case law states

that a feasible alternative” . . .is one which can be accomplished in a SUCCWSMmanner within a reasonable

period of time, taking into account economic, environmentrd, social and technological factors” (see

Section B.3.2.2 of ERS). However, this latter factor was given ordy minimal consideration in the ENS

since the responsibility of planning for permitting tirnelines is the Applicants.

OC.30-5 No alternative considered in this EMS was eliminated because it was not the “Proponent’s

Preferred Project”. The CEQA dtemative screening criteria was systematidly applied to each

alternative (see Section B.3.2 for screening criteria). First, alternatives were assessed for their ability
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to satisfy the project objectives (see Table A-8 for a summary of system dtematives addressed; alternative

segments and substations did not affect the ability of the Proposed Project to satisfy the objectives).

Secondly, for those alternatives that satisfid the project objectives (Transmission Alternatives), an

assessment of their potential to provide environment advatage in comparison to the Proposed Project

was conducted (see Section B.3 .4.6.2). The system dtematives that did not satis~ the project objectives

are described in Sections B.3.4.3 through B.3.4.6.1 of the Fti ERS.

Section A.6.2 presents the existing and projected limitations of SPPCO’Ssystem. Under the No Project

Nternative (Section B.4.3) the EMS acknowledges that the impacts of the Proposed Project would not

occur; however, given the limitations discussed in Section A.6.2, SPPCO wotid need to augment their

system (see response to comment GP.52-3). Exactly how and when tils augmentation would occur

without the Mturas Project is not known, so an @ysis of specific projects could not be conducted.

Based on the independent review of SPPCO’Sexisting system, projected growth, and project objectives
by the Aspen Team utili~ engineer, it was concluded that a major transmission line would be required.

OC.30-6 See responses to comments OC.30-5 for a discussion of alternative screening, including
generation dtematives. Section A.6.8 provides a discussion of to what extent dtematives could achieve

the objectives of the Proposed Project. Since the economic benefits of access to the Pacific Northwest

power market is an objective of the project, the discussion of generation dtematives included a general
comparison of generation costs to inexpensive hydroelectric power. Section B.3.4.3 of the Find EIWS
provides a complete discussion of why generation alternatives were eliminated from further consideration

in accordance with CEQA, by specific generation alternative (e.g., Pin6n Pine Power Plant, Fort

Churchill Combustion Turbine, etc.). As presented in Section B.3.4.3, generation dtematives were not
eliminated on the basis of costs. The addition of generation just to improve reliability could cause a glut
of resources which are not used much of the time.

Section A.6.9. 1 has been expanded to provide an update of the SOR and how it could affect SPPCO’S
access to the Pacific Northwest power market.

OC.30-7 See responses to comments GP. 1-3B and OC.30-6.

OC.30-8 See response to comment OC.3&6.

OC.30-9 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-tiducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and future utility corridor ramifications.

OC.3O-10 See response to comment OC.30-9.

OC.30-11 See response to comment GP. 1438.

update of the SOR and how it could affect SPPCO’S

Section A.6.9. 1 has been expanded to provide an

access to the Pacific Northwest power market.
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SET # OC.31 GREEN G~CH WCH

OC.31-1 The Draft EMS and the Fti ERS, which responds to dl of the comments on the Draft

EMS and contains clarifications identified as appropriate, have been prepared by the Lead Agencies with

the assistance of an independent third-party contractor. Substantial effort has been put into the dysis

presented, involving the efforts of an expert interdisciplinary team. Mormation supplied by the Applicant

@rimarily relating to definition and clarification of the Proposed Project) has been subjected to

independent ~ysis and verification throughout the ERS process. However, the Lead Agencies

welcome any critical comments and, partictiarly, suggestions for improvement, which have been

incorporated into the Flti EMS to the extent feasible.

OC.31-2 Numerous alternatives to routing in the subject area and the Border Town Substation are

considered in the ERS, including various transmission rdternativw for bringing power into Reno from

the east (see Section B.3.4.6.2), generation dternativ= (Section B.3.4.3), system enhancement
alternatives (Section B.3.4.4), and an dtemative route that wotid terminate at an expanded North Valley

Road Substation (Section B.3.4.2) after an approach from the north @astside Route 2, Section B.3.4. 1).
Further consideration has been given to the Nevada Route Nternative, Eastside Route 2, and alternatives

to the Border Town substation site, with this clarification presented in the Finrd EMS, including
addhiod information on the independent consideration of the North Valley Road site as an alternative

to Border Town. Still, none of these dternativm are considered to offer substantial potential for impact

reduction relative to the proposed route and substation site.

OC.31-3 Sections B.3 and B.4 of the ERS include an ~ysis of various alternatives to the

Proposed Project, including alternatives that codd replace the project as a whole, either individually or
collectively. The tiysis prwented in these sections is an assessment of the extent to which the various
alternatives could achieve the project objectives (SWSection B.3.2 of the Find ERS for a description

of the CEQMNEPA alternative screening criteria).

For those dternativ~ determinti to be capable of satisfying this fist CEQ~PA screening test (i.e.,

satisfy project objectives), application of the other CEQ~PA screening test criteria was applied:
reduce or elimimte the environment impacts of the Proposal Project, and technical and regulatory

feasibility. As presented in Sections B.3.4.3 through B.3.4.6, of the Find ENS, the ofly system
dtematives capable of reasonably satisfying at least one project objective was Transmission Ntematives

(also see Table A-8 for a summary). It was noted ~ Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Find ERS that because
SPPCO had ordy conducted preliminary technid feasibility dyses on some of the subject dtematives,

no site specific information was available. As presented in Section B.3.4.6.2, the Transmission

Alternatives addrwsed in this section were eliminated from further comideration since they did not offer
environment advantage to that of the Proposed Project and as a resdt, were not carried forward for a

project level of deti analysis as requird under NEPA.

,---

{ “.

OC.314 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and fiture utility corridor ramifications.
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OC.31-5 The referenced pages have been revised in the FM ERS for clarity. Please consider,

however, that “required” is used in the context of what has been proposed for the project. Use of this

word in no way implies that no other option can be considered.

See revisions to Section B.3.4.2 in the Fti EWS regarding expansion of the North Valley Road

Substation.

OC.314 Refer to the response to comment OC.28-28.

OC.31-7 Table B-1 presents a @=ge summary of the Proposed Project dignrnent by county and

state. As presented in Table B-1, 138 miles of the Proposed Project alignment would be located in

California. Figures B.2-1 and B.2-2c, and Base Maps 23 and 26 (at the end of Volume I of the Final
EWS) illustrate the project alignment entering the State of Nevada near Honey L*e and reentering

California in the vicinity of Long Valley.

The Drafi ERS inadvertently failed to mention the short proposed segment east of the Fort Sage

Mountains (in Nevada) in the brief overview proposed route d=cription referenced in the comment. An
alternative route that would terminate at North Valley Road Substation after an approach from the north,

east of the Fort Sage and Dogsb Mountains (i Nevada) was considered in the Draft EIWS @astside

Route 2, Section B.3.4. 1). Further consideration has been given to Eastside Route 2, with clarification
of the analysis presented in this Find ERS.

OC.31-8 Section C.8.2 of the ERS addresses land use impacts of the Border Town Substation site.

Section C.8.2.2 includes a discussion regarding the compatibility of the proposed Border Town Substation

with adjacent land uses.

See the revised Policy Consistency Analysis (Section C.8.2.3.3) for an tiysis of the consistency of the
Proposed Pro~ct with the Sierra County General Plan, zoning ordinances, and gods and objectives for

Long Valley. Please note that the CPUC asserts that the County permit requirements for the Proposed
Project are pre-empted by the CPUC.

OC.31-9 Comment noted. The environment setting for the Border Town Substation is presented

in C. 13.1.3.12, not C. 13.1.3.15. The environment impacts of the Border Town Substation is presented

in C. 13.2.2.3, Segment X, not C. 13.2.6.16. These correction have been incorporated into the Final

EMS. k addition, Section E.3.3 has been revised to elaborate on the growth-inducement impacts of the
Proposed Project.

OC.31-10 The term “adverse” is not synonymous with “significant”; significant impacts are those

adverse impacts that are substantial or potentially substantial enough to meet or exceed significance

criteria. Adverse effects, however, may be minor or insubstantial, and therefore not significant.

H-106
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meets the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.



PMT H. WPONSE TO CO-NTS

SET # OC.32 RES~E~S OF BORDER TO~

OC.32-O Section C.8.3.7, Table C.8-1, and Part D of the FM EMS have been revised to include

the Border Town residents along Ntemative Segment WCFG. Based on the visurd and land use impacts

that the Proposed Project would impose on these subject residents, Proposed Segment W has been deemed

to be environmentily superior to Mternative Segment WCFG.

OC.32-1 Plme see response to comment GP.25-1.

OC.32-2 Seeresponse to comment GP.8-2 and GP.52-2. The use of H-frame structures is still

common and acceptable industry practice.

OC.32-3 The commenter is correct in identi~ing the substantial visti impact to be experienced by

the westward facing residents at Border Town. The Draft ERS visual section contained an error in
Angle Point notation: ~05-~08 should be ~06-WOIO. Appropriate sections in the Executive

Summary, Section C.13, and Part D have been revised accordingly in the FM EMS.

OC.324 The suggestd alternatives have been considered in the Fti EMS, with documentation

presented in revised Sections C.X.3.7 and Part D.

OC.32-5 Comment noted. See responses to comment GP.25-1 regarding property owner

notification. Sections C.7.2.2, C.8.2.2, and C. 13.2.2 of the Fti ENS discuss the impacts of the

Proposed Project on ground water, land use, and visti resources, respectively. Response to comment
GP.6-1 sumrnarizes the construction and operation impacts of the Proposed Project. Response to

comment GP.2-2 address= property vrdue impacts. A discussion of the electic and magnetic field

impacts of the Proposed Project is included in r=ponses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2. Response
to comment OC.32-24 addresses the safety implications of a transmission line located withii proximity

to propane t-. As discussed in Section C.9.2.3 of the EWS, corona noise levels during wet weather
would be insignificant (Class ~. Section C. 10.2.3.2 concludes that the Proposed Project could create

radio and television interference during fod wmther for residences located closer than 1,000 feet from
the line.

OC.324 Seeresponses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2. There are no hewn efforts of electric

and magnetic fields on ground or surface water.

OC.32-7 Seer~ponses to comments GP.2-2 and A. 1-6 and revised Mitigation Measure S-1. The

WCFG proposed alignment is more lkely to have an adverse impact on property vrdue than the Proposed

Project. Combining the proposed corridor dignrnent and the Mternative Border Town Substation site

(SPPCO Property) would resdt in the lat potential property value impact for the cited parcels.

OC.32-8 See response to comment OC.32-3.

OC.32-9 Comment noted. See,response to comment OC.32-5.

OC.32-10 Comment noted. See response to comment OC.32-5.
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OC.32-11 See ruponse to comment GP.25-1.

OC.32-12 Two route Alternatives within the subject area have been considered in the EIWS (the

Proposed Segment W and Alternative Segment WCFG). h addition, the alternatives suggested by the

Border Town residents have been comidered in the Find EWS (see response to comment OC.32+).

Furthermore, as discussd in response to comment GP.30-1, numerous dtematives to routing in the

subject area were considered in the Draft ERS, including various transmission dtematives for bringing

power into the Reno area fiomthe east (see Section B.3.4.6.2), generation alternatives (Section B.3.4.3),

system enhancement alternatives (Section B.3 .4.4), and an alternative route that would terminate at North
Valley Road Substation afier an approach from the north @astside Route 2, see Section B.3.4.2). Further

consideration has been given to the Nevada Route Mternative, EastSide Route 2, and alternatives to the

Border Town substation site in the Fti EWS. None of these alternatives are considered to be superior

to Segments W, WCFG, and the Border Town residents alternatives, with the proposed Border Town
Substation site.

OC.32-13 See response to comment GP.52-3

OC.32-14 See response to comment GP.52-3.

to the project utilizing lower voltiges.
Section B.3 .4.6 of the EMS discusses an dtemative

OC.32-15 Sections A.6.3.3 @oposed Project Design) and B.3.4.2 (North Valley Road Substation

Expansion Mtemative) discuss the need for and optimum location of the proposed phase shifter.

OC.32-16 See responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2.

OC.32-17 Section C. 10.2.2.7 of the EWS addresses the impacts of conductive objects near
transmission Ities and proposes mitigation measures.

OC.32-18

OC.32-19

OC.32-20

OC.32-21

OC.32-22

OC.32-23

OC.32-U

There are no bown effects of EMF on ground water.

See response to comment OC.32-3.

See response to comment OC.32-7.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

See response to comment OC.32-5.

See response to comment OC.32-5.

See respome to comment OC.32-5.

See response to comment OC.32-5. The possible electric induction

effects due to the proximity of the power lines to propane facilities was addressed in Section C. 10.2.3.3 0

of the ER and Mitigation Measure P-1 was proposed. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-Inducing Effects,

has been expanded to include a more thor?ugh discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the
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Proposed Project, including expansion of the Border Town Substation and future utfiity corridor

ramifications.

SET # OC.33 SPORTS HUT

OC.33-1 Offsite mitigation proposed in the document is based on the assumption that the selected

area would be enhanced by managing it for specific habitit objectives. The enhmced habitat would

therefore “yield” additiond habiwt value which wodd compemate for the lost habitat vrdue. Restoration

of affected areas would dso reduce long-term habitat loss. No cumtiative loss is anticipated since offsite

compensation will involve raising the baseline habitat value of the selected area and wodd not require

conversion of habitat.

SET # OC.34 SAVE LONG VALLEY COAL~ON

OC.341 See responses to comments GP.61 and OC.20-1.

H.3 WPONSES TO CO=NTS FROM ELECTED O~CW @O)

SET # EO.1 U.S. CONGRESSMEN

EO.1-1 Comment noted.

WALLY HERGER AND JOHN DOLI-

H.4 ~PONSES TO CO~ S FROM PUBLIC AGENC~ &A)

SET # PA.1 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGWCULTURE, NATURAL _OURCES CONSER-
-VA~ON SERWCE

PA.1-1 The Evans Creek Watershed Project has been added to the cumtiative project list and

cumulative impact tiysis in each issue area (Sections C.X.2.3) in the Find ERS.

SET # PA.2 COUNTY OF MODOC, ROAD DEPARTMENT AND P~LIC WOm DEPT.

PA.2-1 Modoc County Road 138 has been added to Table C. 12-1 in the Fti ENS as suggested.

PA.2-2 The Applicant shall obtain encroachment permits well in advance of construction from

Modoc County for any location at which the transmission line wodd cross a County road, any other
location that construction activities wodd occur within or require the use of Comty road ROW, or any

location where a new access road would intersect with a County road.

PA.2-3 The potential impacts of physical damage to public roadways that wotid be used for

construction acc=s by heavy truck and equipment is considerd to be significant, but mitigable (Class

~) impacts. Akhough the Applicant has indicated that damaged roadways would be restored, Mitigation
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Measure T-1 has been modified in the Fti EWS to require the restoration of roadways disturbed by

construction and maintenance activities.

PA.H The referenced text has been revised in the Fti EWS as suggested.

PA.2-5 See response to comment PA.2-3. The recommended road maintenance program, when

prepared for County Road 73, sM1 be specifidly written to require the applicant to be responsible for

preventive maintenance, such as watering and blading, and for titimately repairing damage to the road,

including the effects of washboarding.

SET # PA.3 STATE OF CALmO~, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA~ON

PA.3-1 We have no records of a greater sandhill crane nest at MP-54.8, although a pair of cranes

was observed several miles north of that location during field sweys conducted in 1994 in the vicinity

of the town of Madeline. The Tuscarora pipeline is parallel to the Nturas transmission line at this point

and, according to CDFG Region I, there are no crane nesting records or construction restrictions in this

area. The CDFG Region I office was contacted on this issue and Bob Wdliams cotilrmed that there are

no records of this species in the vicinity of MP-54 in their files Williams, 1995). However, greater

sandhill cranes were observed during 1994 field surveys in the vicinity of the town of Madeline,

approximately 12 ~es north of MP-54.8.

PA.3-2 The Proposed Project area south of Hdleluj~ Junction does not cross the deer migration

corridor identified by the CDFG. Please see new Table C.3-6a in the Find EMS for a complete listing

of dl big game habitats and related construction constraints by tiepost. .

SET # PA.4 STATE OF C&WO~, ~OmNTAL PROTEC~ON AGENCY,
- L~ONTAN ~GION WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

PA.41 Please see Table C.3-5 in the Fi~ ERS, which lists the locations and characteristics of

dl of the jurisdictioti wetlands delineated in the project area. Routine wetland delineations were

conducted for dl potential jurisdiction wetlands in the project study area. However, it should be noted

that a “comprehensive delineation” is a specific level of investigation that is beyond the scope of this

EIWS. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual specifies that routine

delineations are appropriate for delineation of wetlands except when the project area contains complex

wetland-upland boundaries that cannot be readily discerned using the routine method. The routine

delineation method is appropriate for tils project based on the relative simplicity of wetland-upland

boundaries and the level of detail required for assessment of wetland impacts in a project area of tils size.

H-11O

But, more detailed investigations may r~dt from the Section 404 permitting process. A Soil

Conservation and Erosion Control Community Habitat and Restoration Plan for impacts to wetlands and

other plant communities is under preparation and will be submitted for review and approval prior to

construction (see respome to comment PA.23-1).
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PA.42 Mitigation Measure G-11, as well as several biological

C.3.2.2.2, will ensure that any fipacts to 100-year flood plains

insignificance.

PA.43 The referenced text has been changed in the Fti EMS

mitigation measures in Section

wfll be reduced to levels of

as suggested to more accurately

state the agency responsibilities. Mso, the State Water Rwources Control Board’ (SWRCB) has been

included, along with the Regioti Water Quality Control Board, in the list of responsible agencies for

Mitigation Measure H-6 in Table C.7-3 and in the ‘Mhigation Monitoring Program in Part F.

PA.U Specific detils of cooperative restoration measures between the Tuscarora Pipeline and

the Alturas Transmission Line Project have not yet been developed because dl routm and facility

locations have not been ~tied. However, these agreements and specific measures will be in place

prior to beginning construction and will be included as part of the Soti Conservation and Erosion Control

Plan required by Mitigation Measure G-n (Section C.6.2.2.2 of the ERS).

Wherever possible, SPPCO wotid use the transportation corridors and staging areas used during

construction of the Tuscarora Pipeline Project. SPPCO wotid be responsible for mitigating any impacts

due to overland travel on the Tuscarora ROW, based on specifications identified in the Tuscarora

FEWEIS.

Stipulation has been made in Mitigation Maure G-11 that cooperative measures between the Tuscarora

Pipeline and the Alturas Transmission Line Project would be included as part of the Soil Conservation

and Erosion Control Plm.

PA.45 Appendm E.3 contains the objectives and general guidelines that will be included in the

CommuniW and Habitat Restoration Plan. The append~ dmcribes the purpose of habitat restoration, the

types of habitats requiring restoration, how revegetation wUI occur, the implementation schedule,

inspection schedule and procedures, maintenance procedures, criteria to be used in assessing restoration

success, and contingency plans in case of failure. The Applicant is preparing a detailed Community and

Habitit Restoration Plan, the specific details of which shall be negotiated between the responsible
agencim. A M Plan shall be submitted to the agencies for approvrd prior to construction. .

SET # PA.5 SE- COW, DEPARTME~ OF PL~G AND B~DWG

~SPEC~ON

PA.5-1 Please see responses to comments OC.28-17, 18, and 19.

PA.5-2 See response to comment GP.30-1.

PA.5-3 See responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP.1411 for a complete discussion of the Nevada

Atemative. Response to comment OC.28-14 addr=ses dtematives considered on the east side of the

Petersen Range.
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PA.54 Comment noted. See response to comment PA.5-3.

PA.5-5 Comment noted. See responses to comments OC.28-17, -18, and -19 for a complete

discussion of Border Town Substation dtematives. Section B.2.2.3 of the Draft EMS describes the

proposed-Border Town Substation. See revised Section E.3.3 of Find ERS for a complete discussion

of growth inducement impacts.

PA.5+ Comment noted. See response to comment GP.30-1.

PA.5-7 See expanded policy consistency tiysis, Section C.8.2.3, of tie ERS. The EIWS does

recognize coun~ land use plans in Sections C.8. 1 and C.8.2. However, the CPUC asserts that local

jurisdictions in California do not have permit authority over the Proposed Project as they are pre-empted

by the CPUC. Aso, see response to comment GP. 135-5 regarding consistency of the Proposed Project

with federd, stite, and local plans, regulation, provisions, and policies.

PA.5-8 Visual impacts are thorou@y addressed in Section C. 13.2 of the EMS. hpacts to land

uses are addressed in Section C.8.2 of the ERS. Land use impacts were found to be significant for the

Proposed Project. Nso, see rwponse to comment PA.5-7.

PA.5-9 See responses to comments GP. 1-3, GP. 1411, GP.3@l and OC.31-3. It was concluded

that the potential land use impacts of the Nevada Mtemative were more severe than the Proposed Project

because of the much greater popdation that wodd be affected.

PA.5-10 The ERS presents the results of the scoping and alternatives identification, screening, and

assessment processes as they were applied in the evaluation of Sierra Pacific Power Company’s (SPPCo’s)

applications to the CPUC and BLM for the proposed Mturas Transmission Line Project. Based on the

major objectifies of the project, a wide variety of dtematives that could potentially filfill those objectives

were identified and considered in the alternatives screening process, as described in Section B.3.2 of the

EMS, without the limitations of the boundaries of a specific study area. For example, various

transmission, generation, md technology alternatives were considered that would not necessarily involve

the general area between Mturas and Reno, including Long Valley. The identification and screening

process involvd consideration of SPPCO’Sapplication and Preliminary Environmental Assessment (which

was deemed complete by the Lead Agencies before the scoping process for the ENS was initiated),

numerous commen~ from public agencies and the general public, and scoping comments and suggestions

brought forward horn a wide variety of resource specialists within the Lead Agencies and the EMS

preparation team. Key screening criteria included technical feasibility and potential environmental

impacts and opportunity to avoid impact across dl of the environmental issue areas considered in the

EIWS (air, biological resources, cultural resources, etc.).
%

Numerous alternatives to routing in the Long Valley area and the Border Town Substation were

considered in the EMS, including various transmission alternatives for bringing power into Reno from

the east (see Section B.3.4.6.2), generation dtematives (Section B.3.4.3), system enhancement

dtematives (Section B.3.4.4), and an alternative route that would terminate at an expanded North Valley
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Road Substation (Section B.3.4.2) after an approach from the north @astside Route 2, Section B.3.4. 1).

Further consideration has been given to the Nevada Route Mternative, EastSide Route 2, and alternatives

to the Border Town Substation site, with this clarification presented in the Find EMS, including

addltioti information on the independent consideration of the North Valley Road site as an alternative ‘

to Border Town. Still, none of these alternatives are considered to offer substantial potential for impact

reduction relative to the proposal route and substation site.

PA.5-11 As presented in Section B.3.4.6.2 in the Fti ENS, the 120 kV and 345 kV Tracy-Silver

Lake Substation Nternatives were considerd collectively with the Midpoin-Vahny Nternatives, since

the combined alternatives cotid reasombly satisfi the Proposed Project objectives. Since these Tracy-

Silver Lake Alternatives would need to traverse northern Sparks and Reno, they were eliminated from

further consideration because they did not reduce or eliminate the environment impacts of the Proposed

Project (see Section B.3.2 for a description of CEQ~PA alternative screening methodology).

PA.5-12 h Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Finrd EWS the rader is referred to the discussion of the

environment impacts of the east-west segment of the Nevada Route Mternative since the impacts of the

Tracy-Silver Lake Mternatives wotid be stim, both traversing the urban environment of northern

Sparks and Reno.

PA.5-13 Response to comment PA.5-10 provides a discussion of rdternatives considered. See

revisions to Section B.3 .4.2 regarding an expanded assmsment of dtemative Border Town Substation

situ, including expansion of the North Valley Road Substation. It is noted that many of the dtemative

alignments considered would route the project away from Long Valley, necessitating a substation in

another location. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and fiture utiliv corridor ramifications. See responses to comments

OC.28-1 and OC.28-5 for a discussion of CC&R restrictions.

PA.5-14 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-Inducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to $e Proposed Boject, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and future utility corridor ramifications.

PA.5-15 See responses to comments GP.3&l, OC.30-5, PA.5-10, and PA.5-13. Section B.3.2 of

the Draft EMs describes the CEQA alternative screening methodology applied. The “two-prong”

approach is repeatd at the introduction of Section B.3.4. Tables A-8 and B-12 present matrices

comparing dtematives to the project objectives. Sections B.3.4.3, B.3.4.4, B.3.3.4.5, and B.3.4.6

discuss to what extent various transmission, generation, system enhancement, md alternative technology

alternativ~ satis~ the project objectives. Section B.3 .4.6.2 of the Find ERS discuss the environmental

impacts of the Transmission Nternatives identifid as being able to satisfi the project objectives.
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SET # PA.6 CI~ OF SP~, PL~G DEPARTMENT

PA.6-1 Comment noted. Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Fiti E~S has been expanded to included the

additiond information provided by the commenter.

PA.6-2 Comment noted.

PA.63 Comment noted. Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Find EWS has been expanded to included the

additiond information provided by the commenter.

SET # PA.7

PA.7-1

U.S. DEPARMNT OF AGWCULTURE, FOREST SERWCE, MODOC
NA~ONAL FOREST

The discussion of the USFS Mturas Aignment has been expanded in Section B.3.4. 1 of

the FM ERS to include a more thorough dysis of the environmental tipacts of the suggested

alternative. A comparison of the USFS Nturas Mignment to Proposed Se~ent A and Mtemative

Segment B is dso provided, by issue area. Section E.3.3 of the Fti ENS has been expanded to

include a discussion of the utility corridor ramifications of the Proposed Project.

PA.7-2 Please see responses to comments GP.30-1 and GP.41-33.

PA.7-3 See responses to comments GP.41-7 and PA.7-1.

PA.74 Given the orientation of the Devils Garden Site, the substation bus work would have to

make a 90degree turn, thus requiring more space; with the Mill Site, the subsbtion bus could proceed

north to south.

PA.7-5 Comment is noted. The Find ERS has been revised to note that the Modoc National

Forest dso has fire protection responsibility along the corridor.

PA.7-6 The screening tiysis of the Tuscarora Natur~ Gas Pipeline includes a discussion of the

system safety issues associated with a transmission line and pipeline in a joint utility corridor. As noted,

these system safe~ issues could be titigated through the use of thicker pipe coatings, installation of

shielding and corrosion protection systems, or placing ground shields underneath structures. The

elimination of tils dtemative was based primarily on visual impacts. Also, see response to comment

A.1-20.

PA.7-7 The Devils Garden wild horse herd uses portions of the Devils Garden area in the vicinity

of the Alturas substation and the northern terminus of Segment A. Mso, Table C.3-14 has been revised

to include prairie fdcom.
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PA.7-8 None of the specird status plant specim observed on Segment A were found on the National

Forest. tilliput lupine (Lupinm untialis) was fist recorded in California in 1993, but is now hewn to

occur from a number of locations in Modoc CounW.

PA.7-9 George Studinsti of the Modoc Natioti Forwt indicated that he observed a pair of golden

eagles nesdng in the vicinity of Segment A. The location given is adjacent to the Devils Garden Road.

This location is more than 0.25 mile from the proposed transmission line. Preconstruction surveys

specified in Mitigation Measure B-14 and additioti restrictions identified in Mitigation Measure B-15

have been established to protect breeding raptors and other wildife raources in the project vicinity.

Compliance with these conditions wfll be monitored by qualified biologists. See dso the last two

paragraphs of response to comment GP.75-1.

PA.7-10 The cement regarding the preliminary mture of the recommendations provided in the

invento~ report is noted. The Class ~ inventory report is being Mhed pursuant to agency directives

received following their meeting in Jtiy 1995. It is anticipated that the report will be submitted to the

California and Nevada SHPOS in December 1995.

The comment regarding the southern extent of the Modoc ethnographic territory is noted. This

modification to the baseline conditions does not change the impacts ~ysis.

The evaluation status of sites falling witi Modoc NF lands has been revised to “unevaluated” to

conform with Modoc NF policy. These sites will be recommended for subsequent treatment (subsurface

testing, obsidian sourcing, and hydration tiyses) in the Historic Properties Treatment Plan assuming

SHPO concurrence with the findings in the inventory report.

PA.7-11 Please see Appendm E.5 for a complete discussion of habitat loss related to access routes.

Appendix E.5 dso conti a revised comparison of the toti impacts associated with Proposed Segment

A and Nternative Segment B based on the findings of the access road surveys conducted in Spring 1995.

PA.7-12 Mule deer winter habitit loss in the ROW and,associated with access roads in Segment

A would occur at structure locations and in areas where bladmg of accws roads is required. This loss

would represent approtitely 10.2 acr=. Please see revisiom to Table C.3-12 where this acreage

amount formerly read 1.02 acres of habitat loss. Please see Appendix E.5 of this document for a

complete discussion of habitat loss related to access routes.

PA.7-13 The avoidance period for golden eagle and prairie falcon provided in the Fmd ERS were

specified by the California Department of Fish and Game.

PA.7-14 Table C.8-2 has been revised in the Find EWS to include the Modoc National Forest

gr=ing allotment.

,—
( PA.7-15 The referenced text has been changd in the Find EWS.
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PA.7-16 The text regarding impacts on grazing was misplaced. Please see revisions in the Final

EMS. Aso, see revised text in Section C.8.2.3.1 regarding project consistency with the Modoc

Natioti Forest Land& Resource Management Plan.

Aso, see response to comment GP. 135-5.

PA.7-17 Table C.13-9 has been revised to include the U.S. Forest Service. No checks have been

marked in the USFS column because the Proposed Project is consistent with the established Visual Quality

Objectives of Partial Retention and Modification as described in Section C. 13.1.2.2.

Mitigation Measure V-5 has been revised to include the requirement for 70-foot structures between

Milepost MP-1 and Angle Point HSOl.

PA.7-18 Although there are existing strucwes in the vicinity of the Mill Site Mtemative Substation

Site, existing views are stfll expansive and relatively unobstructed as demonstrated in the photograph

presented as Figure C. 13-22A. Construction of the substation at the dtemative site would obstruct views

to the south and west as viewed from Hwy 299 and wodd cotiict with the existing pastoral nature of

the existing landscape. Mthough the site is currently zoned for conunercid and industrid development,

the substation would be a prominent midde ground feature and a significant visual impact would occur

(see photosimtiation presentd as Figure C.13-22B).

PA.7-19 Table D.2-1 has been reviewed and revised in the Find EWS to be consistent with the

impact tiyses presented in the document.

PA.7-20 See revised Section C.8.3. 1 of the Find EMS which clarifies the Alternative Segment

B impacts with regards to the infoml golf course. Since Alternative Segment B would not cross a

fomlly desi~ted golf course driving range, it would not have a greater impact on recreational uses

than tie Proposed Project.

PA.7-21 Correction noted.

PA.7-22 Comment noted. Table B4 identifies the general Iomtion of proposed access routes and

indicates if access improvements are temporary or permanent. The revisti base maps, provided in the

back of Volume I of the Find ERS, illustrate the exact alignment of proposed access routes.

Appendices E.5 and I. 1 of the Finrd ERS include impact tiyses of biological and cultural resources,

respectively, along the proposed access routes.

The number and location of crane hillside landings presented in Table B-5 is an estimate ody as provided

by SPPCO, and is contingent upon fti structure spotting during preconstruction flagging (see footnote

to Table B4).

PA.7-23 The dtemative routing requested in this comment has been added as Mitigation Measure

B-22 in EMS; (see Section C.3.2.2.3).
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PA.7-24 The apperd process is part of the decision process and will be explained as part of the

BLM’s Record of Decision (the decision document on the project), and the USFS Record of Decision for

portions of the transmission line crossing Natioti Forest System Lands.

PA.7-25 Comment notd. Part F of the FM ERS has been revised to include USFS involvement

in implementing the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan on National Forest System

Lands.

SET # PA.8 COm OF LASSEN, BOARD OF SUPERWSORS

PA.8-1,2 Comments noted. Further consideration has been given to the subject dtematives

comparisons; the ratits are documented in a revised Part D of the FM ENS. As concluded in Part

D, Proposed Segment L is deemd environmentily superior to Alternative Segment ESVA because of

the significant biological and cultural resources along the ESVA alignment. h addition, Proposed

Segment T is deemed environmentally superior to Nternative Segments S and U, although Segments S

and U are preferred by BLM.

PA.8-3 Section 2.2.1 of the Executive Summary identifies the alternative route digmnents

considered in the ERS for the Proposed Project. For wch alternative, the text states the ratiotie as

to why that alternative was considered. b the case of Nternative Segment M, there was evidence to

believe this alternative wodd have fewer cdturd r=ource impacts than Proposed Segment N. However,

field surveys subsequently revded, as discussed in Section 4.3.2, that Alternative Segment M wotid in

fact have two potentially significant ctiturd rmource impacts whereas Proposal Segment N wotid have

none.

PA.84 The Draft EWS identified Wendel Road (County Road 320) as a scenic corridor based

on information contained in the Lassen County General Plan Energy Element. We now understand that

information provided by the County to the Constitant preparing the Energy Element was out of date,

leading to the incorrect identification of Wendel Road as a County Designated Scenic Corridor in the

Energy Element. Therefore, the Find EWS has been revised to delete references to Wendel Road as

a Countydesigmted Scenic Corridor.

The significance designation is p-y based on the Proposed Project’s visual prominence as a

foreground and middleground feature and the resulting visti contrast and degradation of scenic qudi~.

Further, Proposed Project Segments N and O are still considered inconsistent with the Lassen County

Wendel Area Plan, EnvironrnenM Natural Resources Policy No. 5-C, which promotes the retention of

scenic values. Therefore, the significance designation wodd not change.

This portion of the route has relatively Iitie visual access, therefore, helicopter construction would not

minimize the visual impact.

PA.8-5 The staging areas are expected to generate a maximum of 62 automobile trips per day for

the workers’ vehicles, 23 crew trucks or vans shuttling workers between the staging area and the work
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site, and 20 to 30 truck trips per day for hauling construction equipment and materkds (volumes represent

round trips). The impacts wotid be adverse, but not significant from the perspective of traffic operations

and congestion; however, there may be some physid impacts to the roadway associated with the use

of heavy trucks. Mthough the weight of the trucks cannot be determined at tils time, it is possible that

there may be some truck-related roadway damage even though the tmck weights would be below the legal

limit for use on public highways. See response to comment PA.2-3 for additiond clarification regarding

the applicant’s requirement to restore dl roadways to their origti condition if damage occurs. The costs

of the repairs cmot be detetied because the extent of the potential damage cannot be predicted;

however, the applicant would be responsible for the repair/r~toration costs.

As discussed in Section B.2.3.5, the Lassen County staging areas for the proposed Mturas Transmission

Line Project are dso proposed for use by Tuscarora Pipeline Company for their pipeline construction

activities. The environment impact tiysis of these staging areas was included in the Tuscarora

Pipeline EMS. Since Tuswora Pipeline construction is to commence prior to the Alturas Transmission

Line, these staging areas were chosen because they would be existing, disturbed sites. The staging areas

would be utilized for equipment and vehicle storage, and structure sub-assemblies. No permanent

structures wotid be erected at the staging area sites. Restoration of the staging areas to pre-project

conditions will be completd in accordance with the restoration pl~ for the Tuscarora Pipeline and

Proposed Project.

PA.84 Please see r~ponse to comment PA.8-14.

PA.8-7 The subject text has been clarified in the Fiti ENS.

PA.8-8 The subject text has been clarified in the Fti ERS.

PA.8-9 - Revisions have been made in the Fiti E~S based on the comments pertaining to the

Lassen County Plans. The comment regarding Lassen County review and approval of mitigation

measures for resource impacts is noted.

PA.8-10 The referenced text has been clarified in the Find EWS.

PA.8-11 Please see response to comment GP.61-1. See response to comment GP. 1324 regarding

impacts to property vdu~.

PA.8-12 The referenced text has been corrected in the Finrd ERS.

PA.8-13 The impact of helicopter noise near staging areas is discussed in response to comment

PA.8-14.

PA.8-14 Use of helicopters for transport”mgtowers and stringing wires in rough terrain is described

in Part B, Project Description. A third use for helicopters, is presented in Table B-7 (Line Maintenance)

in Section B.2.4.2 maintenance of Project Facilities) which states: ‘Two patrols per year: one ground
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patrol (vehicle and foot) and one air patrol.n The air patrol wotid use a helicopter @. Stikkers, SPPCO,

pers. comm., 6/21/95). The once a year fly-by wotid produce noise at a level and duration similar to

that from a medivac helicopter. Noise level data are s~ed in Append= G. The discussion of

noise impacts from helicopters during construction and operations has been expanded in Section C.9.2.3

of the Fti EWS.

PA.8-15 The CPUC, along with the BLM, is responsible for coordinating and implementing a
mitigation mom-toring program. Locrd agencies participation in the mitigation monitoring program is

encouragd, however, where this participation exceeds existing county permit programs, the counties must

arrange reimbursement agreements with the Applicant, if necessary. Please note that affected cities do

retain jurisdiction over dl nondlscretionary or ministerial permits and the Applicant is still required to

obtain dl relevant lod permits or approvals.

SET # PA.9 WASHOE COW, DEPAR-NT OF CO~REHEN= PL~G

PA.9-1 Please see responses to cements GP. 10-1 and PA. 1-1.

PA.9-2 Comment noted. The biologicrd raources of Peavine Peak traversed by the Proposed

Project study corridor are discussed in Section C.3 of the Em and illustrated on the base maps included

at the end of Volume I. SW response to comment GP.25-2 for a discussion of visual impacts.

PA.9-3 Section C.8.2.2 of the FM ERS has been revised to include a discussion of the

Proposed Project land use impacts on Rancho San Rafael Park.

PA.94 Section C.8.2.2 of the Find EMS has been revisal to include a discussion of the

Proposed Project land use impacts on the Peavine Peak area.

PA.9-5 The CPUC does not have tie authori~ to require utility companies to underground their

existing electric power lines as mitigation for the Proposed Project. However, the Commission Advisory

and Compliance Division is currently evaluating whether requifig undergroundmg of other lines is an

appropriate mitigation measure. See response to comment GP. 10-1.

SET # PA.1O

PA.1O-1

SET # PA.11

PA.11-1

STATE OF NEVADA, CO-SSION ON ECONO~C DEVELOP~NT

Comment noted.

STATE OF NEVADA, DEPAR-NT OF TRANSPORTA~ON

The Applicant shall be required to obtain an occupancy permit for any work conducted

within the State’s ROW. This is not considered as a mitigation measure because it wotid be required

regardless of whether tils E~S were prepared or if a significant impact were identified.,/--.,
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PA.11-2 The Applicant sMI be required to prepare a construction staging plan for review and

approval by the Nevada Department of Transportation prior to any construction within the State’s ROW.

This is not considered as a mitigation measure because it wotid be required regardless of whether this

EIWS were prepared or if a significant impact were identified.

PA.11-3 The Applicant shall be required to prepare a traffic control plan for review and approval

by the Nevada Department of Transportation prior to any construction within the State’s ROW. This is

not considerd as a mitigation measure because it wodd be required regardless of whether this EIWS

were prepared or if a significant impact were identified.

SET # PA.12 STATE OF NEVADA, DMSION OF WATER RESOURC~

PA.12-1 For the Proposed Project alignment within the State of Nevada, ‘it is not likely that project

construction activities wfll be below ground water level. However, if any such casm become present, a

waiver will be requested from the Nevada State Engineer as statd in Section C.7. 1.3 of the EIWS.

SET # PA.13 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE -WOR, ~SH AND ~DL~ SERWCE

PA.13-1 Please see response to comment PA.23-5.

PA.13-2 See response to’comment PA.23-5.

PA.13-3 Please refer to the response to comment PA.23-34 for locations and area of wetlands

affected by the Proposed Project. The wetland types cited in the comment are found in the project

vicinity, but montane meadow, silver sagebrush basins, and riparian scrub are the ody wetland types that

would be potentially affected by the Proposed Project. General mitigation for impacts to wetlands is

described in Mitigation M~ures B-1 and B4. Specific guidelines for mitigation implementation will

be detaild in the Soil Conservation and Erosion Control Plan to be prepared and submitted for

responsible agency review prior to construction.

PA.134 The text of the F= EWS has been changed as suggested regarding the status of bald

eagle.

The USFWS has received and reviewed the Appendm E. 1 Biologid Assessment of the Drafi EIWS.

A letter will be issud which states concurrence or no concurrence with no effect statements in the

assessment. Mr. Pete Lickwar at the Ecologicrd Services Division will coordinate this effort.

PA.13-5 Stream buffer zones would be no less than 200 feet from edge of channel. See revisions

to Mitigation Measure B-6.

PA.134 Loss of any indlvidud birds which are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the

Bdd Eagle Protection Act, or the Stite or Federd Endangered Species Act would be a significant impact,
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The Migratory Bird Treaty Act protects such species as red-tailed hawk and SwainSon’s hawk, as well
,.. as waterfowl species.

PA.13-7 The habitat yield ratios represent the average ratio of existing habitat value of tie affected

habitat to potential gain in offsite habitat value that codd be achieved through enhancement. For

example, if the affected parcel of land has a relative habitat value of 3 and the land to be acquired has

the potential to be enhanced from a habitat value of 3 to a habitit value of 4, then the yield ratio would

be 3:1 bemuse each parcel acquired is contributing ody 1/3 of the value of the parcel impacted. The

habitat yield ratio takes into account the existing habitat condition of the affected land relative to the land

being acquired as compensation. SinW the actual areas that would be acquired as mitigation are not

bown at this time, the habitat yield ratio represents the wtimated potential for enhancement based on

regional observations of plant communities and special status species habitats. More precise yield ratios

may be specified in the fti Community and Habitat Restoration Plan to be approved by the responsible

agencies (see response to comment PA.23-1).

A conservative habitat yield ratio of 5 was selected for permanent overland access corridors to help

account for the additioti unquantified indirect impacts to adjacent resources that wotid occur during

construction and over the life of the project along these accms routes.

Consultation with BLM led to acceptance of 15 years as the appropriate period of impact for the general

area of the Proposal Project. This is the value being applied to stiar projects in the vicinity.

PA.13-8 Success criteria for five years wfll be described in the Community and Habitat Restoration

Plan to be submitted for review and approval to the raponsible agencies prior to construction (see
rwponse to comment PA.4-5). These criteria will cover aspects such as percent cover, height of plant,

density, and composition of the plant community. If the criteria are met after the five-year period,

mitigation is deterrnind to be effective. Achievement of the success criteria is considered indicative of

a very high potential for successful, long-term recovery.

Five years is a widely used period for monitoring restoration of mturd plant communities in California.

The actual period required for complete recovery may be longer or shorter, but there is insficient data

to support development of community-specific monitofig periods. The existing mitigation measures give

the responsible agencies the discretion to determine when monitoring is no longer required or to extend

the monitoring period if necessary.

PA.13-9 US~S has been added to the list of agencies who will receive copies of the Soil

Conservation and Erosion Control Plan.
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Nest Surveys Other sumevs
Greatersan~l crane Americanbadger burrow smeys
SwainSon’shawk Sagegrouse activelek surveys
Red-ttiledhawk ~gy rabbit burrow surveys.
Goldeneagle
Prairie falcon
Peregfie fdmn
Loggerheadshrike
Burrowingowl

Bank SWdlOW

Yellowwarbler

Survey methods wotid be based upon the protocol established for baseline surveys. me baseline survey

methodology was established in coordmtion with CDFG, USFS, and BLM biologists. Surveys would

be conducted during initiation of the local nesting season for birds and raptors which generally occurs

between February and May. However, some late season nmting raptors such as SwainSon’s hawk would

require surveys as late as June. Exact survey dates for each species are specified in protocol used for

baseline surveys. Any changes to the survey periods wodd be subject to approval by appropriate

agencies. h addition, agencies with Iocd jurisdiction, including the USFS and BLM, may specify survey

periods for species which occur on their lands. All preconstruction surveys and methods would be

included in the Community and Habitat Restoration Plan, which would be submitted to the agencies 60

days prior to construction.

PA.13-11 Diverters will be placed on the overhead ground wires. me 15-foot spacing of the

diverters is recommended in the literature (Olendorff et d., 1986). Based on studi~ that indicate greater

effectiveness of yellow+olord markers @eaulaurier, 1981; see Appendix E.2 of the ERS), it is

recommended that the bird flight diverters be colored yellow. Other studies related to collision-
prevention markers are reviewed in Append~ E.2 of the ERS.

PA.13-12 -Monitoring frequency for productivity of offsite compensation lands for greater sandhill

cranes, and mortality sumeys for bird flight diverters will be described in detil in the Mitigation

Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan to be submitted to resource agencies in sufficient time to

provide for the necessary preconstruction field surveys and monitor training and for mobilimtion to the

field.

PA.13-13 Additiond details on the project impacts to wetlnd habitats are presented in response to

comment PA.23-34.

PA.13-14 Part F of the EMS pr~ents an outline for the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and

Reporting Plan WCRP). Specific compliance criteria will be developed as each mitigation plan is

prepared. Part F in the Fiti ENS has been revised to clarify the rolw of the Lead Agencies in the

implementation of the MMCRP. h addition, the mitigation measures presented in Part C and

s~ed in Part F have been modified in the FW ERS to clari~ their intent and criteria for

successful implementation.
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The US~S has been included to receive copies of the mitigation plans. See response to comment

PA.23-1.

SET # PA.14 U.S. E~O=NT~ PROTECmON AGENCY, REGION H

PA.141 Please see rmponse to comment GP. 141-17.

PA.142 See response to comment GP.141-17.

PA.143 Due to the overhead mture of the proposed transmission line there are no long term effects

upon mule deer migration as a r=ult of the Reposed Project. kdirect impacts to big game during

construction are addressed.in Mitigation Measure B-13. Please see new Table C.3-5a for a complete list

of big game habitats crossed @y milepost) and the construction restrictions applied in these areas.

Biological monitors will be monitoring for compliance with restrictions.

PA.1~ Comment noted. Ml significant impacts to jurisdiction wetlands sM1 be mitigated as

specified in Mitigation Measures B-1 and B4. Additioti measures to protect riparian wetlands have

been stiptiatd in Mitigation Measure B-6 in the EWS.

PA.145 Perch guards are meti spfies attached at the tops of structure poles. These spfies are not

sharp and do not injure the birds; however, the birds wfll find it diffictit to land with the spfies

protruding from the ordy landing surface. The Applicant has had SUCC=Susing this method to dissuade

birds from perching on structure poles in other locations.

PA.lM Your comment is noted and Mitigation Measure C4 has been augmented to include

incidentd discovery situations.

PA.147 The proposal route and locations of various alternatives are generally in areas of very low

population density, and routing and siting considerations generally restit in the ~tion of impacts

to human populations. As proposed, the Mturas Transmission Line Project wotid be sited at least 300

feet from dl sensitive receptors (residences, schools, churches, etc.), except for two locatiom (a rmidence

on Segment L and an apartment complex on Segment X]. Table C. S-l lists dl sensitive receptors within

2000 feet of the project center~ie. As illustrated by tils table, the popdation density within 2000 feet

of the Proposed Project is sparse. For these r-ens, the quantification and analysis of any potentially

disproportionate impacts .on minority and low-income communities is very difflctit - the numbers

involved are just not as dytidly meanin~ as in a more densely populated area. However, a

discussion of this subject arw is presented in Section C.14 of the Fti ERS.

PA.148 Comment noted. As noted in Section B.2.2. 1, to ~e project impacts avoidance of

raources is proposed. h the event avoidance is not possible, the mitigation measure presented in this

F@ E~S shall be implemented....
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PA.149 As discussed in Section C. 10.2.3.3, prior to project approval, the Project Applicant will

be required to submit a complete SF 299, Section 19 H-dous Materials list, and prepare and submit

for approval a Blasting Plan, Spill Prevention Plan, and a Fire Suppression and Prevention Plan. In

addition, as noted in Section C. 10.2.3.3, the Applimt is prohibited by law horn treating or disposing

of any h-dous rnaterid outside of an approved treatment or disposd site. To futier enhance the

potential for waste ~tion and energy conservation, Mitigation Measure P-8 has been recommended

in the Fiti ERS.

PA.l&10

PA.1411

SET # PA.15

PA.15-1

See response to comments PA.23-5.

See Table A-8 of the ERS.

WASHOE COW SCHOOL DIS~CT

Please see response to comment OC.20-1. Section C.8 discusses the compatibility of the

proposed Border Town Substation with adjacent land uses.

SET # PA.16 MODOC CO- PL~G DEP~TMENT

PA.16-1 No reference to percentage of fderd and private lands was found on page ESW as noted

in the comment. The first sentence of paragraph one on page ES-31 of the Draft EMS addresses the

land crossed by the proposal nd alternative transmission line routes, whereas the first sentence of

paragraph two on page C.8-1 addresses ordy the land crossed by the proposed transmission line route.

PA.l&2 As discussed in Section B.2.4.1, with the proper mairitenance, SPPCO expects that the

operatiod life of the Proposal Project would be inde~te with proper design, qurdity materials, an

aggressive maintenance program, and the dry climate. If the project were to be abandoned, impacts due

to abandonment would be comparable to the impacts identified in the EMS for construction.

PA.16-3 Comment noted. See Section C. 13 of the F@ ERS regarding visual impacts of the

proposed and alternative project routes and Part D for more detatis on the advantages and disadvantages

of the various alternatives. The CPUC and BLM will consider the County’s comments on the advantages

and disadvantages of Proposed Segment A and Mternative Segment B in their decisions on the Proposed

Project.

PA.164 Please see response to comment GP.61-1.

PA.16-5 A contingency plan for any blasting impacts will be included in tie Blasting Plan required

by Mitigation Measures G-8 and H-8. Generrdly, tie preferred mitigation will be to remedy the situation,

but a contingency plan shall provide for compensation to property owners and federd permitters, if

appropriate.
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PA.164 The significance of disturbance to recreatioti uses during project operation is based on

many factors, including visual impacts. Furthermore, this impact is characterized as the degradation of

the quality of the experience of recreational users as a ratit of changes in the character of the

environment and potential interference with recreational activities.

PA.l&7 See revised land use text in the Fti EMS regarding golf course ownership. This

comment suggests that the presence of the transmission line on the undeveloped property south of the

Arrowhmd Golf Course, zoned residential and presentiy used as an info- golf tilving range, wotid

result in the preclusion of residential use of the property. Since the property cotid still be used for

residential development, but may be less attractive for that use due to the presence of the transmission

line, the issue is decrease in residential value of the property, not preclusion of residential use.

See response to comment GP. 1324 (second paragraph) regarding impacts to residential property values.

Section C.8.2.2 has been modified in the FW ERS to clarify the discussion of ~pacts on the golf

driving range along Alternative Segment B.

PA.16-8 The noted clarification has been incorporated into the Find ERS.

PA.16-9 Comment noted.

PA.161O The specific compensation lands (and their locations) titirnately to be required will ordy

be determined upon implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporttig Plan, based

on the mitigation mmures prescribed in the Finrd ENS, subject to adjustment depending on the SUCC=S

of habitat protection and restoration measurm. It is anticipated that roug~y 1,000-2,000 acr= of land

may be transferred project-wide. Because of the weak economy and high proportion of Modoc County

lands that is in public ownership, the cumdative impact of ~er public acquisition is a concern in terms

of impact on Employment and tax base. It is not known whether the land potentially to be proposed for

acquisition for habitat and wetland mitigation in Modoc County is in production for hay or livestock uses.

For example, if the 259 acres estimated for Modoc County were in production of hay or grass, the land

would be valued at $1,000 to $1,500 an acre, would support approximately one hdf of one job, and

would yield annti property taxes of approximately $2,500 to $3,900. Wle not individually significant,

the cumulative impact of multiple projects needs to be considered in light of Modoc County’s employment

and fiscal base. The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is aware of the no net loss policy

established by the Modoc CounW Land Use Commission and is willing to work closely with the

Commission to find mutually acceptable parcels and conditions of acquisition. k general, land acquired
by the CDFG is accompanied by an endowment which is used to pay the taxes associated with ownership

in lieu of fees. Moreover, lands held by the State are not subject to Proposition 13. k addition, State-

acquired lands which provide habitat for wildife may help increase tourism in the Modoc area as hunting,

birding, and fishing will be enhanced overall. This would rwtit in increased local revenues.

PA.16-11 Between Angle Points AOl and COl, a limited amount of upgrading and widening of

existing four-wheel drive roads and tw~track roads would occur above Daggert Canyon and between

Angle Points A06 and COl. h addition, a short stretch of new single lane access road would be
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constructed across the Devils Garden Plateau. A short stretch of permanent access road would be

constructed at the rtiroad crossing between Angle Points

~ly visible, if at dl, from the nearby travel corridors

of construction by helicopter.

A04 and A05. These roads would be

and would not warrant the additional cost

Tree trimming and removal would dso occur between Angle Points AOl and A03, A03 and M4 on

the Devils Garden Plateau south rim face, and A06 and COl. Mitigation Measure V-5 addresses the

requirement to maintain sufficient juniper densiti~ along Crowder Flat Road to accomplish effective

screening of tie Proposti Project. Tree clearing on the Devils Garden Plateau south rim face would be

required regardless of whether helicopter instigation is used or not. Therefore, construction by helicopter

would not minimize the visti impact.

Between Angle Points A06 and COl, the visual effects of tree trimming or clearing would be limited to

occasioti views of the route from County Roads 54 and 60 and back-country dirt roads (including

County Road 62). The relatively limited visual acc~s afforded this portion of the route would not

warrant the increased cost of construction by helicopter.

With regard to the lowering of structure heights to reduce skylining, it is important to note that lower

structure heights will result in greater numbers of structures which could negatively impact other

resources, thereby offsetting any lessening of the visual impact. However, Mitigation Measure V-5 has

been revised to limit structure heights to 70 feet between Milepost MP-1 and Angle Point HSOl (see

response to comment PA.7-17) and Mitigation Measure V-8 requires the rduction of structure heights

as much as possible to lmsen the potential for skylining where the route crosses upper Daggert Canyon

and Devils Garden Plateau. Mitigation Measure B-21 of the Fti EWS recomends a more northerly

route across the head of Rock Creek along Segment A per the recommendation of the Modoc National

Forest.

The comment regarding “further study of an dtemate route that spans 1-s of the valley” is noted. Many

alternatives were considered prior to the preparation of this EWS, but they were eliminated from further

consideration because they did not offer the potential for av,oidmg or minimizing the environmental

impacts describd with the Proposal Projector alternatives that were dyzed in the DEWS (see Section

B.3).

PA.16-12 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has been revised to include a discussion

of the extension of fiber optic service to the Mturas area. Any fiture inter-connection to fiber optic

service would be subject to negotiating between citizens, utilities, and SPPCO.

PA.16-13 Points 1 and 3 are covered under Mitigation Measure B-8. The results of dl botanical

surveys are provided in the EWS and in Appendm E, Sections El, E.5, E.6, and E.7.

PA.16-14 Comment noted. See Mitigation Measure A-1.
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PAo16-15 Comment noted. The applicant shodd meet with representatives of affected counties to

determine if it is fmible to utfltie approaches that will restit in the greatest allocation of srdes and use

taxdollars to the affected counties.

PA.16-16 It is acknowledged that moving the Proposed Project up to 2,000 feet north where the

route crosses upper Daggert Canyon wodd likely lessen or eliminate a portion of the s@lining effect that

would be created by the Proposal Project as illustrated in the photosimdation provided as Figure C. 13-

2B (see Mitigation Mmure B-22 in the Find EMS).

With regard to lowering structure heights, see rwponse to commentPA.16-11, paragraph 3.

Se; response to comment GP. 10-1, regarding the undergroundmg of transmission lines. According to

Wls tiysis, underground construction of transmission Iinm is commody usti for lower voltage

distribution lines in urban areas. High voltage underground transmission lines have markedly different

technological requirements than lower voltage underground distribution lines. Underground high voltage

lines require extensive cooling systems to dissipate the heat generated by the transmission of bulk

electricity. Cooling systems are complex and very expensive, often employing potentially

environmentily h=dous materials as coolant. The extremely high costs of large cooling systems and

other special design requirements prohibits the application of underground transmission system for long-

distance electric trwmission. Ftiermore, during consnction, the environment impacts of an

underground transmission line would be similar to those impacts of major pipeline construction. Finally,

the failure of underground systems codd resdt in the release of hudous materials. Because of the

technical complication and costs, and the potential adverse effects of undergrounding, underground

construction of the Proposal Project was not considered a viable alternative and was eliminated from

firther consideration. See response to comment GP. 101.

PA.16-17 “See r=ponse to comment PA.16-12.

PA.16-18 Section C.8. 1.4 pr=ents the federd, stite, and local plans, re@ations, provisions, and

policies applicable to the Proposal Project. Section C.8.2.3 addresses the consistency of the Proposed

Projmt with tiese plans, re@ations, provisions, and policies, including those of Modoc County. Section

C.8.2.3.3 addresses consistency of the Proposed Project with the Modoc County General Plan, including

the Energy Element, and finds that the Proposed Project is inconsistent with some of the policies in th=e

plans. It is noted that, in Resolution 95-06 adopted by the Modoc County Planning Commission, Modoc

County has determind that the Proposed Project does not comply with the Modoc County General Pla.

Rwponse to comment GP.41-7 provides a complete discussion of Proposed Segment A dtematives.

Mitigation Measure B-22 would mime the visual impacts of Proposed Segment A by moving the ‘

Proposed Project up to 2,000 feet fitier north above Daggert Canyon.

“Criticrd habitit” is a legal term defied by USFWS under 50 CFR Section 402. There are no such

critical habitat designations within the project ROW. Any impacts to wfldife and wfldlife habitat have

been mitigatti to less than significant level.
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PA.16-19 The CPUC and BLM will consider the Comty’s cements on the disadvantages of

Proposed Se~ent A and Alternative Se@ent B in their decisions on the Proposed Project. Also, see

response to cement PA. 1618.

SET # PA.17 U.S. DEPARWNT OF ENERGY, BO-~LE PO~R AD_S~~ON

PA.17-1 The proposal text changes, as presented by the cementer, have been incorporated into

the Almras Transmission Line Project Fti EMS.

PA.17-2

PA.17-3

PA.174

PA.17-5

PA.174

PA.17-7

PA.17+

PA.17-9

PA.17-10

PA.17-11

PA.17-12

PA.17-13

PA.17-14

PA.17-15

PA.17-16

PA.17-17

PA.17-18

Please see response to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See respome to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cowent PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA.17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See rtiponse to cornrnent PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cornrnent PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cement PA. 17-1.

See response to cornrnent PA.17-1.
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PA.17-19 See response to conunent PA. 17-1.

PA.17-20 See response to comment PA. 17-1.

PA.17-21 Figure B.2-3B has been added to the Ftitiig Addendum for the Mturas Transmission

Line Project EMS to illustrate the double circuit, 230 kV H-frame structure.

PA.17-22 The proposti substation in the Aturas area has been termed the “Mturas Substation” in

this EMS to more clearly defie the locdi~ of the substation, thus simpli~ing the text for the reader.

SPPCO is not obligated to name the subject substation the “Mturas Substation” because of the use of that

name in the EMS.

PA.17-23 See response to comment PA.17-22.

PA.17-24 See response to comment PA. 17-22.

PA.17-25 Conunent noted. The Nturas Substation is located southwest of the Warner Substation.

See response to comment PA.17-1.

PA.17-26 See response to comment PA. 17-1. The third sentence of the commenter’s addition has

been deleted since it has been determind that collocation is possible.

PA.17-27 See response to comment PA. 17-1.

PA.17-28 See response to comment PA. 17-1.

PA.17-29 “See response to comment PA. 17-1.

PA.17-30 See response to comment PA. 17-1.

PA.17-31 See response to comment PA. 17-1.

PA.17-32 See response to comment PA. 17-1.

PA.17-33 See response to conunent PA. 17-1.

PA.17-34 See response to comment PA. 17-22.

PA.17.35 See response to comment PA. 17-22.
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SET # PA.18 DEPARWNT OF ~ ~, S~RRA ~ DEPOT

PA.18-1 At locations where the proposed transmission line crosses access roads to the Sierra Army

Depot’s (S~), there may be temporary blockages (intermittent closures for a period of one to three

days) during construction. As required by Mitigation Measure T-2, the Applicant wotid be required to

maintain access through or around the blocked location at dl times either by keeping a lane open, by

providing a detour that is acceptable to S~, or by scheduling the closures to occur at times when the

access road is not needd (if possible). The Applicant wotid be responsible for physidly maintaining

the awess road or dtemate route during construction and for restoring dl damaged roadways to their

origiti condition (see response to comment PA.2-3). The costs of maintaining the access road or an

alternate route would be the responsibility of the applicant (SPPCO).

SET # PA.19 WASHOE COH, DEPAR-NT OF Pm AND RECREA~ON

PA.19-1 ~ormation regarding Rancho San Rafael Park has been added to Section C.8 of the Final

EWS. The location of the park is dso illustrated on the base maps at the end of Volume I.

SET # PA.20 U.S. DEPARNNT OF AGWCUL-, FOREST SERWCE, mOLDT-

TO~ABE NA~ONAL FOWTS

PA.20-1 Further consideration, including consideration of the stated concerns regarding visual and

open space qualities on Segments X and Y, has been given to the Eastside Route 2 rdtemative and is

documented in revisions to Section B. 1.4.1 in the Find ERS.

PA.20-2 Comment noted. The discussion of Border Town Substation dtematives has been

expanded in Section B.3.4.2 of the Fti ERS. Mso see response to comment PA.5-13. See response

to comment OC.20-1 for a discussion of accessing the Toiyabe National Forest for recreational purposes.

PA.20-3 Please see response to comment GP. 10-1. To maintain the capacity of the 345 kV line,

several parallel 120 kV lines would need to be constructed. Section B.3 .4.5 of the Find EWS discusses

the environment impacts associated witi constructing and operating an underground transmission line.

~ether one 345 kV line or several 120 kV lines are instdld in an underground system, the

environment impacts would be comparable.

PA.204 See responses to comments GP. 1-3 andGP.1411.

PA.20-5 See response to comment GP. 10-1. Section C.8.2.2 has been revised to include a

discussion of the land use impacts of the Proposed Project on Rancho San Rafael Park.

PA.204 USFS has been added as a reviewer in Mitigation Measure B-6.

PA.20-7 Table C.3-12 has been revised in the FM ERS.
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PA.20-8 Section C.8.2.2 has been revised to include a discussion of the land use impacts of the
.—.,“ Proposed Project on the Peavine PeA area.

1, ~

PA.20-9 Comment noted and incorporated = appropriate in the Find ERS.

PA.2O-10 See revisions to Section B.3.4.5 of the Fiti ENS for a discussion of the fire risk

associated with an underground transmission line. For a discussion of the Proposed Project’s potential

cofiict with fire suppression activities, see response to comment GP. 109-8.

PA.20-11 Comment noted. The Toiyabe Natioti Forest has been added in the Find ERS to the

discussion of agencies with fire protection responsibili~ ~ong the Proposed Project digmnent.

PAo20-12 See response to comment PA.20-11.

PA.20-13 The Key Observation Points for the visti analysis in this ERS were identified by the

permitting agencies and the public during the scoping period for this document. Mtemative Route

Segment Xl 1-X12 would appa as a more prominent foreground feature paralleling, immediately

adjacent to the unpaved road that runs left to right in the photograph presented as Figure C. 13-19B. The

structures would be similar in sde to the structure depicted in Figure C. 13-14B.

PA.20-14 See raponse to comment PA.2@3.

PA.20-15 See response to comment PA.20-3.

PA.20-16 Comment noted. Please see revisions to Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Find ENS.

PA.20-17 “The primary reason the Nevada Nternative and other transmission dtematives addressed

in Section B.3 .4.6.2 of the Fti ERS were eliminated from ~er consideration is because of the much

greater population that would be affected by constructing a major transmission line through northern

Spark and Reno, r~ulting in additiond property owner constraints and potentially significant impacts

to land use, visual resources, air quality, and Em (see response to cormnent GP.214 and revisions to

Section B.3.4.6.2).

PA.20-18 Section E.3.3, Potentird Growth-Inducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and future utility corridor ramifications.

PA.20-19 Section A.6 has been revised to clarify the need for the Proposed Project based on existing

or future system limitations (also see response to comment GP.52-3). Numerous rdtematives to routing

in the subject Peavine Pa area (and across Toiyabe Natioti Forest) are considered in the EWS,

including various transmission alternatives for bringing power in from the east (see Section B.3.4.6.2),

generation dtematives (Section B.3.4.3), system enhancement dtematives (Section B.3.4.4), dtemative

transmission technologies (Section B.3.4.6), and an dtemative route that wodd terminate at North Valley
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Road Substation after an approach from the north (Eastside Route 2, Section B.3.4. 1). Further

consideration has been given to the Nevada Mtemative, EastSide Route 2, and other dtematives in this

Final ENS document. Mso, see response to comment PA.5-13.

PA.20-20 See responses to comments GP.1-3, GP.1O-1, GP.1411, GP.1417, GP.52-3, and

PA.20-3.

SET # PA.21 C&~O~ ENERGY COWSSION

PA.21-1 Ml construction activities will occur within the 660-foot corridor with the exception of the

construction of three new constmction access routw and the upgrade of portions of existing 4-wheel drive

roads, as presented in Table B4 and illustrated on the Base Maps included at the end of Volume I of the

Fiti ENS. An impact tiysis of the biologid and ctiturd resources located along the construction

access route improvements outside of the 660-foot corridor are presented in Appendices E.5 and I. 1,

respectively, of the Fti ERS. Aso, see response to comment PA.23-5.

PA.21-2 The draft Programmatic Agreement and the draft Mitigation Monitoring Plan can be

requested from the BLM when available. Contact Mr. Peter Humrn, Project Manager, Susanville BLM

District Office, Eagle Lake Resource Area, 705 Hdl Street, Susanville, CA 96130.

PA.21-3 See response to comment GP. 141-12. As presented in Section C. 11.2.2.4, the projected

increase in temporary workers is so miti that an additiond mitigation measure is not warranted.

PA.21+ The cornmenter is correct that both Proposed Segment N and Mtemative Segment M

would result in significant, unavoidable visual impact. k that context, the distinction between the two

segments is somewhat relative. However, Ntemative Segment M will be located closer to Wendel Road

and for a longkr distance than Proposed Segment N. As stated in Section C. 13.3.5.2: “The closer the

transmission line is to Wendel Road, the stronger the visual contrast will be with the natural and rugged-

appearing ridges of the Skedaddles. ” The text firther states that: “The more prominent the transmission

line becomes in views from Wendel Road, the more diminished the scenic quality of those views. ” It

is because of Segment M’s closer proximity to Wendel Road and greater impact on views to the

Skedaddles from Wendel Road that Proposed Segment N was ranked ahead of Alternative Segment M.

PA.21-5 The referenced text has been revised as suggested in the Find ERS.

PA.214 With regards to higher expectations of scenic quality in remote areas, see response to

comment GP. 126-1. The significance criteria presented on page C. 13-26 are consistent with the

methodology as described in response to comment GP. 126-1.

Fti EMS, Novmber 1995 H-132

PA.21-7 The text has been corrected in the Fiti EWS.



P~T H. WPONSE TO COWNTS

, ....

i

PA.21-8 Table D.5-1 presents a comparison of the Proposed Project with the Mtemative Routes.

For additiond discussion of Proposal Segment N and Mtemative Segment M, see response to comment

PA.214.

PA.21-9 Figure C. 13-D does not provide sufficient deti to distinguish Segment W from Segment

X at Border Town. Route Map 30 of 33 shows greater deti. Proposed Route Segment X begins at

Angle Point V05 and passes through the Border Town Substation Study Arm to the Proposed Substation

site and onto Angle Point XOl.

PA.21-10 It is the dominance of Nternative Segment X-East as a foreground feature, as referenced,

that results in its inconsistency with the applicable BLM W Class ~ Management prescription. As

presented in Section C. 13.1.2.1, W Class ~ management prmcriptions state that: “Management

activities may attract attention but shotid not dominate the view of tie casual observer. ” Mternative

Segment X-East (Angle Points Xl 1-X12) would parallel, and be located immediately adjacent to, the

unpaved road that runs left to right in the photograph presented as Figure C. 13-19B. The structures

would be similar in scale to the structure depicted in Figure C. 13-14B.

PA.21-11 The Soil Conservation and Erosion Control Plan to be prepared prior to construction shall

address the use of mtich or erosion-control matting in detail. Mtiches will be used for cases other than

steep slopes. For example, see Point 7 under: “Guide Stipulations of BLM Manual Handbook” in

Section C.6.2.2.2 of the EMS concerning vertisol soils. However, the use of mdches in dl revegetated

areas may not be appropriate.

PA.21-12 As discussed in Section C. 10.2.3.2 of the ERS, the Applicant would be required to

submit a complete SF 299, Section 19 H=dous Materials list prior to project approval, thus identifying

the quantity of h=dous rnaterids to be used, including methods of storage and handling.

PA.21-13 to PA.21-15 NI threecomments raise similar issues relative to pdeontologicd resources and

mitigations, therefore the responses are combined under this discussion.

Conversations were held with the paleontologists suggested noted by the commenter, as well as other

paleontologists, and these conversations did lead to new fio~ation. For ex~ple, review of “4

Catalowe of Late Ouaternarv Vertebrates horn California: Part Two. Mammals” (Jefferson, 1991)

cotilrms, as stated in the Drti EWS (Section C.6. 1.5), that vertebrate fossils have been found in the

deposits near Honey Lake Valley. Camel remains are reported near Amedee, presumably on the east side

of the valley. Discussion with other paleontologists familiar with the area reveal that fossils have dso

been found in Long Valley. ~Is indicates that indeed there may be an unappreciated resource for

vertebrate fossils in the region, and the text of the Fti EWS has been modified to reflect this.

We take exception, however, to the comment about the significance criteria described in Section

C.6.2. 1.3 not reflecting the criteria set out by professioti paleontologists. Review of the criteria by the

Society of Vertebrate Paleontologist (SVP) and the memo by a former acting director of the BLM

indicates that the important elements of the proposed SVP criteria are indeed reflected in the Draft EMS;
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although the criteria in the Draft E~S are more general. The ody important differences are that the

Draft EMS does not include statements about 1) evolutionary trends, or 2) that dl vertebrate fossils are

of significant scientific value. The first item is appropriate, but the second item seems to be a gross

overstatement. The memorandum that presents this statement that d vertebrate fossils are significant

is poorly documented; Iitie is known about where it came from and under what context or circumstances

it was offered. The memo is about 17 years old and since that time the BLM has not adopted such

criteria. To elaborate on the distinction of vertebrate fossil finds, Section C.6.2. 1.3 of the Find EIWS

has been modifid.

We have reviewed the fmd drti of the SVP guidelines, and according to the criteria contained therein,

it would appear that the pdeontologid potential of the Proposed Project would fdl into Category 11

(Undetermined Potential) or Category ~ cow Potential). For low-potential areas, the SVP guidelines

do not recommend protection or salvage operations. The assignment of low potential is based the SVP

criterion that fossils from the ar= are poorly represented by institutional collections, and because

reconnaissance of the corridor did not indicate any evidence for fossils or materials likely to contain

fossils. The majority of the route crosses volcanic rocks which have virtually no potential for fossils;

much of the remainder of the route crosses coarse-grained dluvid fans, colluvium, and eolian deposits,

deposits that rarely contain abundmt fossils. The portion of the Proposed Project that actually crosses

lake beds or shoreline deposits that are most likely to contain fossils is quite small, primarily in the Mud

Flat and Madeline Plains areas, but dso includes some small parts of Honey Lake.

Considering the above discussion, Mitigation Measure G-15 provides for a comtruction monitoring plan

to guard against the destruction of any important fossil resources. The measure, which is generally

consistent with the plan suggested by the SVP, has been revised in the Fiti EIWS to provide more

details to the Pdeontologic Data hventory and Sampling Plan.

PA.21-16 - Please see r~ponses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP.1411. Section C.8.2.3.2 has been

expanded to include a policy consistency tiysis of the Proposed Project with California Senate Bill 2431

(Gararnendi Act). The discfision of growth-inducing impacts in Section E.3.3 has dso been augmented

to address Semte Bill 2431.

PA.21-17 See response to comment PA.21-16. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-Inducing Effects,

has been expanded to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the

Proposed Project, including expansion of the Border Town Substation and fiture utility corridor

ramifications.

PA.21-18 See response to comment PA.21-16 and revisions to Sections A.6.3.3 and B.3.4.2 of the

Final EIWS.

SET # PA.22 WASHOE COH COWSSION
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PA.22-2 Please see response to comment GP.25-2.

PA.22-3 See responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2.

. PA.224 See response to comment GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411. Numerous alternatives to routing in the

subject area are considerd in the EWS, including various transmission dtemativ= for bringing power

in from the east, including use of the referenced LAD~ corridor (see Section B.3.4.6.2); generation

alternatives (Section B.3 .4.3); system enhancement alternatives (Section B.3.4.4); dtemative transmission

technologies (Section B.3.4.5); and an dtemative route that would terminate at North Valley Road

Substation after an approach from the north (Eastside Route 2, Section B.3 .4. 1). Further consideration

has been given to the Nevada Route Nternative employhg the LAD~ corridor, Eastside Route 2, and

other alternatives in this Find EWS document.

PA.22-5 The detailed maps of the Proposed Route and alternative alignments are based on

topographic maps prepared by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). The base maps are otiy as current

as the last update by the USGS, and may not reflect dl of the featura now present. However, the ERS

analysis considers dl existing features. Please refer to the “Environmental Baseline and Regulatory

Setting” sections in each issue area for current information.

PA.226 See response to comment GP.25-1.

PA.22-7 See response to comment GP. 1324 (second paragraph) regarding prope~ values. Section

C.8.2.2 has been revised to include a discussion of the Proposed Project land use impacts on Peavine

Pe*.

PA.22-8 See revisions to Section A.6 clarifying the need for the Proposed Project. Nso see

responses to Eomments GP. 1-38 and PA.5-13.

PA.23-1 The Applicant is preparing the subject mitigation plans at the direction of the Lead

Agencies per the mitigation requirements specified in the ERS. Copies of draft submittals will be

provided to CDFG, USWS, and other appropriate agencies, and incorporation of the comments of these

agencies will be required as appropriate by the Lead Agencies. The fmd plans will be in place in

sufficient time to provide for the necessary preconstruction field surveys and monitor training and for

mobilimtion to the field.

PA.23-2 The area of impact to plant communities and special status species habitats has been

estimated based on review of the available information. The fmd area of offsite mitigation will be

assessd based on the actual area of impact determined upon completion of project construction; this will

be a requirement of the Community and Habitat Restoration Plan.

PA.23-3 The references and literature citations have been corrected.
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PA.234 Segment N has been labeled on Figure ES-2C.

PA.23-5 The following table summarizes the estimated ara (in acres) of permanent, temporary,

and non-bladed overland travel impacts for the Proposed Project. These figures do not necessarily

correlate with impacts to specific vegetatiotiwildlife species or habitats as land may be disturbed without

impacts to biologid resources. Assumptions are shown in parenth~es and explained in the footnotes.

This table has been added to Section B.2.3.2, Project Description - Transmission Line Construction, of

the Finrd ERS.

hpact
I

Non-bladed
.Pemanent Tmporag Overland Tmvd

(acra) (acrm) (acrw)

Aturas Substation 10.5 7.5 0

Structure setup (730 X 0.41 acre~ o 299.3 0

Structure footings (730 X 0.0013 acre)b 0.9 0 0

Wue setup (100X 0.17 acre~ o 17.2 0

Communication facilities (2X 0.03 acre)d 0.06 0.02 0
Border Town Substation= 11.8 0.02 0
Border Town Staging Area 0.0 8.8 0

Permanent New Roads (29,300 ft X 15 ft)f 10.1 0 0

Upgrade existing roads (45,100 ft X 5 ft)g o 5.2 0

Intermittent blading (274,900 ft X 15 ft)h o 94.7 0

Non-bladed overland travel accesi o 0 113.4
I I I

TOT&S 33.4 432.7 113.4

a Based on an estimated total of 730 structures requitig an estimated average of 18,000 square feet for setup at
each location. The estimated number of each structure type that would be constructed and the associated area
of-disturbance required for their construction are surnmarired below

StrnWre me No. of StrnctnresL 1 Wt. &ea of Disturbance (id)
Single Pole 10 15000
3P ole Guyed 89 22:000
Double Pole 230kV 18 15,000
H-frame 613 17,500

Avg. fist. Area of Dlstnrbance (weighted by no. of structures) 18000,

b Based on a maximum pole radius of 1.75 feet plus an estimated 1.25 feet of additional permanent impact around
the base of the pole for a total radius of 3 feet (28 square feet) multiplied by two poles.

c Based on the estimated footprint of 7,500 square feet as described in Part B &roject Description) of the EWS.

d Based on description of the proposed construction of two communication sites ou~ide of the substation facilities
hat will occupy approximately 1,200 square feet (0.03 acre) and involve the temporary disturbance of an
estimated 400 square feet around tie perimeter of these sites as described in Section B.2.2.4 of Project
Description @art B) of the EMS.

c Based on the total area specified by the Applicant.
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f Based on tie total Iengti of new roads and permanent overland travel routes proposed for construction outside
and inside the 660-foot study corridor as described by the Appficant @uly 10, 1995). Area of impact is calculated
by multiplying the Iengti of tie proposed access roads by tie average widti of tie disturbed area (10 foot wide
vehicle lane plus 5 additioml feet of widti for sideest material) and converted to acres (1 acre/43,560 square
feet).

~ Based on tie total length of existing roads proposed for upgrades outside and inside tie 660-foot study corridor
as described by the Applicant ouly 10, 1995). Area of impact is dculated by multiplying the length of the
proposed access roads by the average widti of the disturbed area (5 additional feet of widti for side+ast material)
and converted to acres (1 acre/43,560 square feet).

h Based on the maximum potential length of intermittent blading proposed to allow overland travel inside the 660-
foot study corridor as described by tie Applicant @uly 10, 1995). Area of impact is calculated by multiplying
tie lengti of tie proposed access roads by tie average width of the disturbed ar= (10 foot wide vehicle lane plus
5 additional feet of widti for side<ast material) and converted to acres (1 acre/43,560 square feet). Actual
intermittent blading impacts will be considerably less because it wfll only be done as necessary.

i Based on the summary of all overland travel presented in Table C.3-10.

The Applicant estimates that 35% of the 730 structurm would be constructed on slopes greater than 5%

and would potentially require crane landings for erection of the structures. The crane lmdmgs wodd

disturb an average of 10,000 square feet inundlately adjacent to the structure and are included within

the estimated structure disturbance area in the table above. Additiod surface disturbance associated with

vehicle access to the structure site is drady included in the estimatw for overland travel.

Section B.2.3.2 states that approximately 100 sit= would be designated for wire setup within the project

ROW and each of these sites wtil require approximately 7500 square feet. The toti area affected by wire

setup would be approximately 17.2 acres (100X 7500/43560). The toti ara that would be affected by

structure erection would be approximately 299.3 acres (730 X 18,000/43560). ~The 53 acres that the

Draft ERS states would be disturbd, but not removed, does not refer to the area of surface removal

Mused by structure erection or wire setup, but to the impacted area affected by non-bladed overland

travel routes ad other indirect impacts.

The term ‘surface removal” is used to indicate permanent or temporary impacts which would entirely

displace an existing biologid resource. Ml permanent impacts are treated as “surface removal” but

some temporary impacts are less severe and are described as ‘surface disturbance. ”

Temporary impacts at the Mturas Substation and Border Town Substation sites were estimated based on

the size of the substation footprint relative to the size of the substation property to be acquired by the

Applicant. It was assumed that temporary impacts wotid be restricted to the perimeter of the permanent

substation footprint, plus landscaping, and would approximately equal the difference in area between the

substation property and the substation footprint.

Table C.3-9 has been revised and updated as Table C.3-10 in the Find EMS.

PA.23-6 The area of habitat that “will be removed by construction of new access roads is

summarized in Table C.3-2 of the Find EWS.
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hpacts associated with the construction of roads that would be used for permanent overland access

(emergency or routine maintenance) have been addr=sed under the mitigation for permanent impacts

Mitigation Measurw B-1, B-2, and B-3) and the mitigation for increased access (Mitigation Measure B-

6). The area of habitat that will be removed by construction of permanent overland access routes is

included in the toti for surface removal under the discussion of permanent impacts. The area of habitat

that will be removed by construction of new access roads is summtied in Table C.3-11 of the Final

EIWS.

Please refer to Mitigation Measure B-6 which addresses potential impacts associated with increased

accessibility of the project corridor. As specified in this mitigation measure, ‘existing barriers to

overland travel shall be replaced following construction and new barriers shall be placed at access points

to non-bladed overland trave~ routes. n Specific applications of this mitigation measure relevant to the

Hallelujah Junction Wildife Area will be addrased in the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and

Reporting Plan which will be submitted for respomible agency review prior to the start of construction

(see the revised Part Fin the Find ERS).

PA.23-7 Please see the revised Executive Summary text regarding sage grouse lek and brood

habitat in the Madeline Plains Nternative Mignrnents.

PA.23-8 ~wY rabbitswere not observed during surveys of Segments J and I. In addition, there
were no observations of this species documented in the vicini~ of these two segments during surveys

conducted for the Tuscarora Pipeline Project. However, BioSystems has documented sightings of pygmy

rabbits and their burrows in the vicinity of Segment E ~ilepost-38) in the Madeline Plains, within 0.1

mile of the proposed transmission line ROW, but outside the area of disturbance of the transmission line.

Access roads, staging areas, and other activity areas will occur within the Tuscarora ROW in these

locations. Potential impacts to pygmy rabbits in this area will be mitigated by Tuscarora prior to

construction (Seepage 5-72 of the Tuscarora Fti document). Additionrd pygmy rabbit habitat has been

documented in the vicinity of Segment K north of Ravendrde adjacent to the Tuscarora ROW, and

potential impacts will be rnitigatd by Tuscarora (BioSysterns, 1994).

PA.23-9 The East Secret Valley Alternative was not listed as the environmentally superior

rdternative. On page ES-13, the Drti EWS states that ‘a decision regarding environmental superiority

is deferred pending spring ESVA biological surveys may, 1995).n This survey is now complete and

the results are provided in Appendm E.6 of the Finrd ENS.

Subsequent Em are required if substantial changes occur with respect to environmental circumstances

under which the project has been undetien, or if new information of substantial importance is identified

which was not bown or cotid not have been hewn during preparation of the previous EIRs including

the following:

● The projectwill have one or more significanteffectsnot discussedpreviously
● Significanteffectspreviouslyexfied wfllbe substantitiy more severethan shown in the EIR
● Mitigation measures or dtematives previously believed to be infe~ible would in fact be feasible and wo~d

substantially reduce one or more signifiat impacts; or
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● Mitigation measures or dtematives which were not considered in the Em wodd substantirdlylessenone
or more significantimpacts.

i~

Wildl$e

All of the wildlife resources identified in the Draft ERS as likely to occur in the ESVA study area were

actually observed in the subsequent 1995 surveys of the ESVA study area. There were no additiond

impact categories or significant impacts identified which were not already disclosed in the Draft ENS

for other Proposed Project segments. h addition, the type and magnitude of impacts wodd not be

substantially more severe than what has already been disclosed in the Drti ERS for the Proposed

Project. Thus, no new mitigation measures have been proposed which wodd substantirdly reduce one

or more significant impacts to biologid resources. Therefore, none of the four conditions listed above

has been triggered.

Wlldlife field surveys of the East Secret Valley Mignment were conducted in March, April, May, and

June of 1995. The restits of th=e survey efforts ares ~ed in Appendix E.6 of the Fmd EMS.

hpacts include loss of big game habitat, disturbance to big game habitats, loss of Swainson’s hawk

foraging habitat, loss of sage grouse broo~winter habitat, and the pr=ence of two active sage grouse Ieks

within 0.5 mile of the ROW and one SwainSon’s hawk nest within 0.5 tie of the ROW.

Specti Status Plants, Phnt Communities, and Wetlands

-.,
:, ESVA surveys for rare plants, plant communities, and wetlands were conducted from May 10 to May

15, 1995 and from May 29 to June 3, 1995. Thwe surveys identified seven special status pla species,

nine plant communities, and one potential jurisdictioti wetland type in the ESVA study area (see

Appendix E.6). Three of the special status plant species, six of the plant communities, and the one

wetland type wotid be significantly affected by the proposed dtemative. An estimated 7.97 acr= of

special status plant habitat and 43.79 acres of plant communitiw would be temporarily removed during

construction of the alternative alignment. The ESVA wotid permanently remove an estimated 6.86 acres

of special status plant habita~, 40.02 acres of plant communities, and 0.03 acre of montane meadow

wetlands. Overland travel would temporarily disturb 1.70 acres of plant communities.

The seven special status plant species observed in the ESVA study area do not include any State or

Federd listed endangered plant species. Two of the seven plant species are on the California Native Plant

Society’s (CNPS) List 4 and do not meet the definition of a rare plant under the CEQA guidelines. One

of the plant species is a CNPS List lB species but is proposed for revision as a List A species. One of

the species is on the CNPS List 2 which are species that are rare in California but are more common

elsewhere. Two of the seven species have no current CNPS List Status, and one is a List 3 species that

is proposed to be down-graded to List A. Hard-podded frectiti rnilkvetch (Atiagazus lentigenosus var.

chtiaceus). was not found elsewhere in the study area of the Proposed Project. Existing mitigation

measures sufficiently address significant impacts to hard-podded frectied milkvetch. The addition of

hard-podded frec~ed milkvetch to the impact analyses for an alternative to the Proposed Project do= not

substantially change the project impacts already addressed in the Draft EWS.
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All of the special status plants observed in the ESVA study have been identified as likely to occur in the

Draft EMS. h addition, dl of the ESVA impacts would be fully mitigated by the mitigation measures

already described in the Draft EMS. hpacts of the Proposed Project discussed in the Draft EIWS

would not change as a rault of the ESVA. The tidings of the surveys for specird status plants, plant

communities, and wetlands do not require the issuance of a Supplement Em because none of the

conditions listed above has been met.

PA.23-10 The hpact Summary Tablw have been revised in the Final ERS, to include impacts

to bats and pygmy rabbits.

PA.23-11 Based on the plan view shown in Figure B.2-8, a conservative estimate of the substation’s

acreage, including a 3-foot border outside the fence perimeter and proposed landscaping, is 11.8 acres

(see response to comment PA.23-5).

PA.23-12 The requested details are provided in the referenced section of the Find ENS. The

referenced info~ resource sensitivity rating system attempted to provide sensitivity rating values of 1

to 3 for GIS-mapped biological and cultural resources, geology/soils/paleontology, hydrology, land use,

and visual resources along the corridors subjected to detailed field studies for use in route refinement

within the corridors by the Applicant.

PA.23-13 Please see response to comment PA.23-5.

PA.23-14 The locations and lengths of the proposed access roads are summarized in revised Table

C.3-12 of the Fti EMS, and in Appendix E.5. Appendm E.5 summarizes the number of proposed

access routes, their length, and estimates of the areas that would be impacted by surface removal or

disturbance as a result of access road construction or upgrad~. These arm shrdl be mitigated as

described in Mitigation Measures B-1, B-2, and B-3.

PA.23-15 Five of the seven staging areas used by the Mturas Transmission Line Project are the

same staging areas that will be used by the Tuscarora Pipeline ,Project and are no included in this EIWS

since they have aheady been addressed in the ENEIS for the Tuscarora Pipeline Project. The two

additiond staging areas are located at Border Town and Reno. The Reno substation would be constructed

at a site aheady developed for equipment storage as part of the Sierra Pacific maintenance yard. The

Boarder Town staging area would occupy approximately 8 acres adjacent to the proposed Border Town

Substation site (see response to comment PA.23-5). The Border Town staging area would result in a

temporary impact to low sagebrush scrub that would be mitigated by onsite restoration and offsite

compensation as described in Mitigation Measure B-1.

PA.23-16 As noted in the comment, Table B-5 lists the estimated number of hillside crane landings.

The Applicant estimata that 35 % of the 730 structures wotid be constructed on slopes greater than 5 %

and would potentially require crane landings for erection of the structures. The crane landings would

disturb an average of 10,000 square feet immediately adjacent to the structure. Additional surface

disturbance associated with vehicle access to the structure site is already included in the estimates for ‘
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overland travel. The toti estimated area of impact associated with the structure landings is included in

the areas of temporary impacts addressed in Mitigation Measures B-1, B-2, and B-3. For additiond

details regarding the assessment of impacts associated with structures, please refer to response to

comment PA.23-5.

PA.23-17 See responses to comment PA.23-16 and PA.23-5. Structure pads and most access roads

will be recontourd and restored as specified in the Community and Habitat Restoration Pla.

PA.23-18 A socMine is the initial line used to start the conductor stringing process. It is either rope

or a small, steel mble.

PA.23-19 Fertilizers shall be used ody as specified in tie Soti Conservation and Erosion Control

Plan under preparation by the Applicant. This plan shall be submitted for regulatory agency review as

dwcribed in response to comment PA.23-1.

PA.23-20 Comment noted.

PA.23-21 These alternatives were assessed across dl environmental issue areas for their ability to

reasonably achieve project objectives and reduce environmentrd impacts of the Proposed Project. Based

on the screening dysis discussed in Section B-3 of the ENS, the referenced rdternatives were

eltilnated from further (detailed) comideration. However, the East Side of Peterson Mountain Range

Routes have been given further consideration, which is documented in a revisal Section B.3.4. 1;

however, the decision to eliminate these routes from further (dettied) consideration is unchanged.

PA.23-22 The subject dtemative route has been subjected to firther consideration, which is

documented in a revised Section B.3.4. 1 of the FM ERS.

PA.23-23 The No Project Nternative considers the environmental impacts that might occur if the

Proposed Project does not go forward. As stated in the referenced Section of the Draft ERS, no adverse

environment impacts from construction and operation of the Proposed Project wodd occur under tils

rdternative. However, it is valid under the No Project Alternative to consider potential impacts that may

arise as a consequence of No Proposed Project not going forward. h this case, it is higtiy lfiely that

within a few years a project stiar to the Proposed Project will need to be installed to meet the

increasing demand for power in the region (see Section A.6, Purpose and Need for the Project).

PA.23-24 The significance criteria in the ERS have been developed based on CEQA (e.g., PRC

21083), the CEQA Guidelines provisions regarding mandatory fidmgs of significance (Section 15065),’

Appendti G of the CEQA Guidelin=, and NEPA regulations (e.g., 40 CFR 1508.27). Further discussion

related to this issue is provided in responses to comments PA.23-68, and PA.23-69.

PA.23-25 The names have been spelled correctly in the Find ERS.

PA.23-26 The corrections have been made in the Fti ERS.
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PA.23-27

PA.23-28

PA.23-29

PA.23-30

PA.23-31

during 1990 in

Townsend’s big-eared bat has been removed from Table C.3-2 in the Final EIWS,

“Lark sparrow” has been changed to “horned lark” in Table C.3-2 of the Find EIWS,

Please see revisions to Table C.3-2 in the Find ERS.

See response to comment PA.23-1.

Low to medium elevation springs in the vicinity of the Proposed Project were sampled

an effort to complete aquatic surveys of the entire Great Basin of Crdifornia @ershler,

1990). Springs in Long Valley, Duck Flat, and Smoke Creek Desert were found to contain hydrobiid

snails from the genus firgulopsis. These snails are currently proposal for listing as a Candidate species

under the Federd Endangered Species Act. They were found on stonm and withii watercress plants in

one spring in Long Vrdley in the vicinity of Hallelujah Junction in Lassen County. This location is

approximately 2.5 miles from the Proposed Project area and would not be impacted by the project. Other

locations with documented occurrences of @rgulopsis in the vicinity of the proposed or alternative

alignments include:

● Tde Patch Springs, ksen Comty
● Unnamedsptig, northemtSecretValley
● Five Springs, bsen Couty.

The ESVA would cross directly over Five Springs and within 0.25 mile of the unnamed spring in the

northeast end of ESVA (ESMP 9). The Ttie Patch Springs site is located approximately 2 miles from

the proposed ROW W-63).

h coordination with CDFG aquatic biologist Paul Chappel, dl springs located witiln 0.25 mile of the

proposed and alternative ROW were surveyed for the presence of firgulopsis. These surveys confirmed

the continued presence of the stis in Five Springs and the unnamed East Secret Valley spring. No

additiond locations of this species were identified.

Mitigation for potentird impacts to this specim is described under Mitigation Measure B-14. Mitigation

includes use of directed blasting techniques, water qurdity sampling before and after blasting, and, if

blasting is required in Iomtions within 100 feet of a spring which supports tils species, chemical

techniques will be used rather than blasting. The Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan

will include detailed descriptions of blasting techniques and areas where blasting would be required. This

plan will be submitted for regulatory agency review as described in response to comment GP.23-1.

The fingernail clam, Pisidium ultiamontanum, is rougtiy distributed along the same habitat in the Great

Basin as the hydrobiid snails. hpacts and mitigation measures for the clams would be the same as those

for the snail.

PA.23-32 During wildlife surveys of the entire Proposed Project study area, any reptile, amphibian,

and fish species observed were documented. There are no special status reptiles known to occur in the
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project area. There have been sightings of the northwmtem pond tutie recently in the Modoc region

@lease see response to comment PA.23-61). Amphibian and fish species which occur in open water

habitat represented by perennial drainages will not be impacted because the tr~mission line will span

these habitat areas. This is discussed in Section B.2.3.2, Transmission Lme Construction. There will

be no vehicular travel in these areas during construction or operation of the transmission line. A 200-foot

buffer zone wotid be maintained around stream channels with adjacent or in-channel wetlands as defined

by the USACE. ~ls buffer zone is described in revised Mhigation Measure B-6. Mparian habitats

which would be spanned by the Proposed Project are listed below:

ProposedAim ents
StonesCanyon~P-2@ Creekwestof TulePatchSpringrest area MP-63)

CrooksCanyon ~P-20.3) CherryCreek W-76)

DryCreek WP-31) Unnamedcreekm-70)
SecretCreek(efistingroad)WP-72.5) Unnamedcreek (300’northof MP-73)
StreamCrossingnorthofTulePatchrestarea( MP-62)

AlternativeNi~ ents
bng ValleyCreekW-151)
W5-X1MontaneMeadow@P-151)
X7 SoutheastunnamedstreamW-156).

PA.23-33 Please see response to comment PA.23-1.

PA.23-34 Please see revised Section C.3.1.2. 1 of the Find EMS for a discussion of wedands found

along the Proposed Project study area.

PA.23-35 The seven special status plants that occur on Mturas volcanic gravel barrens are:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

.
prostratebuckwheat Eriogonum prociduum
iilliput lupine Lupinus uncialis
doublet Dimeraia howellii
Suksdorf’s @etch &tragalus puk~erae var. s~dofli
Ash Creekivesia Ivesia panicuhrta
troubled@etch Atragalus am-us
VOICtiC daisy Engeron elegantuti.

~te ash deposits are characterized by occurrences of green prince’s plume (Stanleya viridiflora) and.

occasionrdly by spiny milborth (Polygala stispinosa).

Volcanic vertisols (fluffy clay soils) are associated with Hohgren’s shllcap (Scutellaria hohngreniorum)

and occasionally witi clay-loving buchheat (Eriogonum collinum) or ornate ddea (Dalea ornata).

Stabilized and partially-stabilized sand dun= east of Honey Lake support lance leaf scurfpea (Psoralidium

lanceolatum) and Geyer’s milhetch (Atiagalus geyeri var. geyeni.
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PA.23-36 Unique plant community types are described in Section C.3. 1.2.4 of the EIWS and

mitigation for these plant communities is s~ .zed in Section C.3.2.2.2.

PA.23-37 The Biscar Wildlife Area locatd approximately 1.5 miles west of Segment L includes

sage grouse nesting and brood rearing habitat. Please see the revisal hpact Summary Table, Class 11,

in the Executive Summary Section, and&e Mhigation Monitoring Table C.3-19 mitigation Measure B-

22) for locations where perch guards would be instiled to prevent increased predation on sage grouse.

Although there are no records of recent use of the Biscar Wildlife Area by greater santilll cranes, one

nest was documented in’the early 1980s ~ittlefield, 1988.) Segment L traverses habitat udikely to be

used by the cranes and would not create a barrier between habitat use areas. Potential nesting and

foraging habitat for this species occurs in the wetland and immdlately adjacent upland habitats in the

Biscar Wildlife Area.

PA.23-38 The text has been revised in the Finrd ERS as suggested.

PA.23-39 The text has been revised in the Ftid EWS as suggested.

PA.2340 The information provided in this comment has been used to create two new tables - C.3-

6a and C.3-21a - in the Finrd EMS. These tables detail big game habitats crossed by the Proposed and

Nternative Segments, respectively, and to be avoided dting the time periods listed.

PA.2341 A pair of greater sandhiil cranes was observed in meadow habitat adjacent to Segment

L by Woodward-CIyde Consd~ts WCC) biologists on two occasions during early season surveys in

Spring 1995. In addition, a ptir attempted to nest in this location in 1994; however, the nest was

abandoned. This habitat wotid be surveyed during preconstruction surveys and, as stated in the EIR,

greater sandhiil crane pairs observed nesting would be documented and monitoring requirements would

apply. The reference table has been corrected in the Fiti EMS as suggested (see Table C.3-6).

PA.2342 Comment noted. Please see Table C.3-6 in tie Find ERS,

PA.2343 The table headings have been changed in the Find EWS to include winter habitats. The

values shown reflect the area withii the ROW which currently supports sage grouse winter and brood

habitat. ToW area covered by Ieks was not measured due to the variability of this resource. Winter

habitat and brood habitat are critical for this species’ survival and were included in the analysis and the

table for this reason. The Iek is valuable during the breeding season, however year-round use of the

habitat must be considered when assessing impacts to this species.

PA.234 See revised Table C.3-6 in the Find ENS.

PA.23<5 The referenced paragraph has been revised in the Finrd ERS.

PA.23W The text has been revised in the FM ENS as suggested.
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PA.2347 See revisions in the Find EMS.

PA.234 Hohgren’s sMlmp is listed in the 5th edition of the C~S hventory of Rare and

Endangered Vascular Plants as a List 3 species (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994). However, as noted in Table

C.3-8, this species has been proposed, though no M decision has been made, for inclusion on List 4

based on results of surveys for the Tuscarora Pipeline and this project. Table C.3-3 and the referenced

text have been revised in the Find EWS to now show Hohgren’s s~lcap as C~S List 3 but proposed

for List 4.

PA.2349 Table C.3-6 and Table C.3-7 have been changed in the Fti ENS (as tables C.3-7 and

C.3-8) to reflect tils observation.

PA.23-50 Table C.3-6 has been changed in the Fti ERS (as Table C.3-7) to show that

Pediculans cenhanthera is associated with sagebrush scrub on dluvid clay soils derived from white ash

deposits.

PA.23-51 Habitat for Pine Creek evening primrose (Camissonia boothii var. alyssoides) includes

rocky slopes and gravelly soils where spiny mihort occurs; however, Raven’s lomatium (bwtium

raveni~ has ofly been observd by WCC on clay sofls associated with vetily flooded plains, as on the

Madeline Plains. The habitat designation in Table C.3-6 and Table C.3-7 has been changed in the Find

EIWS (as Tabl= C.3-7 and C.3-8) to reflect these obsemations of Pine Creek evening primrose.

PA.23-52 The text has been changed in the Fti ERS as suggested.

PA.23-53 The text has been changd in the FM ENS as suggested.

PA.23-54 - The stitement referring to bitterns has been removed in the Find ENS. ‘

PA.23-55 The referenced text has been revised in the Fmd ERS.

PA.23-56 The referenced text has been revised in the Fti ERS.

PA.23-57 Madeline Plains and the Honey Lake Valley provide winter habitat for bdd eagles. h

this region of the Proposal Project area the eagles dso prey upon water fowl or rodents.

PA.23-58 Please refer to Appendix E. 1 where this issue is discussed in detail.

PA.23-59 The text has been changed in the FM ENS as suggested.

PA.23-60 Short-eared owls build their own nests on the ground, usually in open grassland areas.

They are known to nest in the same vicinity as northern harriers nest with no hostility. Short-wed owls

are active mairdy dlumdly, however, there were no observations of this species in the project area.
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PA.23+1 A western pond turtle was sighted by Cliff Harvey of the CDFG Honey Lake Wildlife

Area in June of 1994 @arvey, 1995). Pond turtles are not hewn to occur in this region of California

and it is not known by what manner of migration or introduction that tils species has arrived. However,

there have been sightings recently in Modoc County, at the Modoc National Wildlife Refuge, and it is

possible that the mrtles migrated up the Pit River.

PA.2342 Surveys for specird status bats were conducted by Dr. Denny Constantine, mamrndogist

and former curator of ~s for the L.A. Museum of Natural History, during the week of August 20,

1994. The surveys includd aerial surveys, surveys on foot, and night mist netting. In addition, Dr.

Constantine used special electronic equipment to identi@ bat species by sound. (The Petersen 980 bat

detector was used to convert the ultrasonic calls of bats into the audible range. It is the ody bat detector

which readily detects the low ‘frequency crdls of E. mulatim and E. perotis califomiw.) Survey efforts

were primarily focused on the area north of the Madeline Plains to Alturas with the exception of the mine

shafts identified in the vicini~ of Reno, Nevada. Surveys were concentrated on potential habitat within

the ROW and as far away as 1 mile either side of the center line.

PA.2343 The Tuscarora Fti ER documents a pygmy rabbit sighting near Wendel on July 18,

1994. The sighting occurred in the vicini~ of Segment N, MP 91.8, approximately 1 mile west of the

transmission line ROW in big sage habitat. Table C.3-19, under Mitigation Measure B-12, has been

revised to include Proposed Segment N and Mternative Segment M as susceptible to pygmy rabbit habitat

10ss.

PA.2344 Comment noted.

PA.2345 Comment notd.

PA.23+6 “ To clari~, the pyroclastic rock that occur in the project area southwest of Alturas are

gravel-stied.

PA.23+7 Please consider the text changed as suggested.

PA.23-68 Please see the referencd section in the Find EWS for revisions which clearly list the

significance criteria taken horn CEQA guidelines and tie Public Resources Code.

Reduction in numbers of special status plants was considered a significant impact in this EIWS per

Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines; a bullet has been added to explicitly state this threshold of

significance. Ml impacts that are defined in the CEQA Guidelines as mandatorily significant have been

treated as significant in tils ERS.

PA.23+9 Please see the Find ENS for revisiom to the referenced section.

PA.23-70 The Fiti EMS has been revised to show that twin arnica (Amica sororia) would be

affected by the Proposed Project. However, Table E. 1-3 was incorrectly interpreted in regard to volcanic
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daisy (Etigeron eleganwlm), prostrate buctiheat (Eriogonum protiduum), lilliput lupine (Lupjnw

uncjaljs), and green prince’s plume (Stanlqa titidjflora). The boundaries of the known populations for

each of these species have been d=ignated as exclusion zones by the Applicant for dmign of the structure

locations. Populations designatd as exclusion zones are marked in Table E. 1-3 by an “X”. Access

routes, wire set-up areas, and structure set-up areas in the vicinity of these poptiations would be flagged

prior to construction. Ml construction activities shall be restricted to flagged areas. If a species “

population is imdvertently impacted, the mitigation measures recommended in this EWS shall be

implemented. This is feasible due to the small areas of these poptiations and their locations near the

margins of the study area.

PA.23-71 The discussion of impact duration in Section C.3 .2.2.1 has been changed in the Find

ERS to conform to the impact categories described in Table C.3-10 and elsewhere in the EMS (Table

C.3-9 in the Draft ENS). For simplicity of the impact assessment, two categories of impact are

addressed as follows:

● Temporary impacts: wfll occu ody during construction ad wfil persist for 1-50 years @eriodfor
success~ restorationof most plant species)

● Permanenthnpacts: impactswfll persist for >50 years (impactsrelatedto permanentfacilitiesor where
Ml restorationis not mticipated in 50 y=).

The Draft EIWS has been changd to accommodate a 50-year recovery period because of the slow

,—., recovery of many perennial species in an arid climate such as the project ar= and to allow for the longer
! recovery period of tree species such as wmtem juniper (Jum.pem oca.demalis) and yellow pine (Pjnm

jefiq~. Ml permanent surface facilities such as substation sitm, communication sites, structure footings,

and permanent access roads will cause permanent impacts. Temporary impacts wfll result from staging

arm, wire set-up areas, and other sites that will be affected ody during conswction. Non-bladed

overland travql is separated from other causes of temporary impacts because it results in impacts with

unique mitigation requirements.

PA.23-72 Table C.3-9 does not attempt to judge whether a habitat or special status species is

susceptible to invasion by non-mtive or invasive plant species but whether this fate posw a substantial

threat to the survival or integri~ of the affected resource. Based on field observations of the study area

it was apparent that some plant communities and special stares species habitats have rdready been

considerably altered by non-mtive plant species. The threat of new introductions of non-native plants

was considered to be less than significant for these plant communities. Other habitats or special status

species are found in areas not currently affected by significant poptiations of non-mtive species and were

considered to be at substantial risk from the introduction of such species. Section C.3 .2.2.2, ~pact 7,

accounts for the Proposed Project’s potential to introduce non-native plant species along the route

corridor, and provides Mitigation Measure B-8 to reduce potential impacts to a level of non-significance.

PA.23-73 Of the twenty special status species that were identified in the project smdy area, nine

“-\ species will not be affected. These species are not included in Table C.3-9 because the existing project
(’ design would not result in any temporary or permanent impacts to their known populations. As specified
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in Mitigation Measure B-3, an assessment of the project’s impacts will be conducted before, during, and

after construction is complete and mitigation will be assessed on the basis of these impacts. If mitigation

options are required based upon preconstruction surveys, they will be detailed to CDFG for approval

prior to construction. The ten species that will not be affected are listed on page C.3-52. The eleven

species that will be affected by the Proposed Project are:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Doublet (Dimeraia howelli~
Suksdoti’s rnihetch (Astragalus puk~erae var. suksdofl~
Henderson’s loruatium(hmatium hendersoni~
tiick’s stickseed(Ha&elia cusicki~
Raven’s Iornatiurn(hmatium raveni~
Holmgren’s skullcap(Scutelhna holmgreniorum)
Pine Creekeveningprimrose (Camissonia boothii var. alyssoides)
Spiny mikort (Polygala subspinosa)
Nelson’s eveningprimrose (Camissonia ndnor)
hce-leaved scti-pea (Psoralidium lanceoktum).
Ptostratbuckwheat(Eriogonum prociduum)

Area of impact to these species habitits iss ~ed in the table below. hpacts are divided into the

three categori~ defined in the ENS: permanent @), temporary (T), and non-bladed overland travel

(OT).

hpact A= of Plant Speci~ Habitit

Common N-e (S*i&) P T OT
Doublet(DinreresiahoweUi~ o 0 0.11

SuksdoKs mtikvetch (Astiagati puk~erae var. suksdofl~ 2.76 0.01 0

Henderson’s Iomatium (Lonratiumhendersonii) 8.52 0.02 0

Cusick’s stickseed (Hackeliacusickii) 2.10 0.01 0

Wven’s lomatium (Lomatiumrmeni~ 5.11 0.02 3.19

Holmgren’s sku~cap (Scutelbria hobngreniomm) 3.17 0.01 0

Pine Creek evening primrose (Gnriksonia boothii var. a&ssoides) 0.23 0 0.78

Spiny mikwort (Po~gak subspinosa) 3.55 0.01 0

Nelson’s evening primrose (timissonia minor) 0.23 0 0.42

hnce-leaved scuti-pea (PsoraMium bceobtum) 0.11 0 0.43

Prostrat buckwheat (Eriogonumprociduum) o 0 0.14

Potentird impacts were determined from estimates of the project footprint based on the existing project

description. The responses to comments PA.23-75 and PA.23-76 outline the contingency measures, that

have been added to Mitigation Measures B-3 and B-5, for inadvertent impacts to special status plant

species.

The mitigation. and monitorkg requirements to ensure that the species and habitats marked for avoidance

are not affected will be specifid in the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan. The

Applicant is currently preparing this plan and will submit it for review to the resource agencies prior to

construction (see response to comment PA.23-1).
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Mitigation options for inadvertent impacts to special status plant species shall include:

● Avoidance
● Restorationmd monitoring
● Offsitecompensation.

PA.23-74 The habitat restoration strategy, the monitoring strategy, and the contingency plans in the

event of restoration failure will be thorougtiy described in the Community Habitat and Restoration Plan

and will include the elements mentioned in this comment (see Appendix E-3 which generally describes

the components of WISplan). The Applimt is preparing this plan, the specific details of which shall be

negotiated between the responsible agencies, and will submit it to the agencies prior to construction.

The construction schedule shall be timed to allow preconstruction identification of special status plant

populations designated for avoidance (see Table E. 1-3). Surveys will be timed to coincide with the

optti period for identification of these popdations. Preconstruction surveys will be completed and

approved by BLM, CPUC, and CDFG prior to the start of construction.

PA.23-75 Please see revised Mitigation Measures B-3 and B-5, which include a contingency

measure for inadvertent impacts to special stares plant species.

PA.23-76 Segment A: Popdations of Itiliput lupine (Lupinm uncialis) and prostrate buckwheat

(Eriogonumprociduum) occur in the study area for Segment A, but no d~ect or indirect impacts to thwe

populations is anticipate. S~ent C: Raven’s lornatium (Lomtium raveni~ and Holmgren’s skullcap

(Scutellaria holmgreniorum) do not occur on Segment C. Poptiations of doublet (Dimeresia howelli~

and twin arnica (Arnica sororia) occur in the stidy area for Segment C but ‘will not be dhectly or

indirectly affected by the Proposal Project. Segment E Hohngren”s skullcap (Scutel/aria

holmgreniorutn) and Henderson’s lomatium (hmatium hetiersonio do not occur in the study area for

Segment E. Populations of twin arnica and purple loco (Asmagalm agrestis) occur on Segment E but will

not be directly or indirectly affectd by the Proposed Project. Segment K Henderson’s Iomatium does

not occur in the study area of Segment K, and populations of volcanic daisy (Erigeron eleganmlw) and

clay-loving buckwheat (Eriogonum collinum), which do occur’within this segment, will not be directly

or indirectly affected by the Proposed Project. Segment b Wick’s stickseed (Hackelia micti~ does

not occur in the project study area for Segment L. Poptiations of fdcate sdtbush (An”Pla gardneri var.

falcata), dwarf Iousewort (Pedicularis cenmanthera), and green prince’s plume (Stanlqa virid~ora)

which occur in Segment L will be avoided by placing strucmres ouwide of the limits of these populations

and by placing overland travel exclusion zones around these populations. Fdcate sdtbush, dwarf

Iousewort, and green prince’s plume have well~efined habitats that will be clearly marked prior to

construction. Segment O: No known poptiations of nodding buckwhat (Eriogonurn nutam) have been

identified in the study area for the Herlong Lateral of the Tuscarora Project in the proximity of Segment

Q, and tils species has not yet been observd in the Mturas Transmission Line Project smdy area.

Occurrences of Nelson’s evening primrose (Camissonia minor) will be avoided during construction of

Segment O. Segments X and W. Ml known populations of rdterd mdesite buckwheat (Eriogonum

robmmm) will be clearly marked prior to construction and avoided. The dterd andesite habitat is easily
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delineated from the surrounding plant communities and dl overland travel, structures, and wire setup

areas will be located outside of the habitit for this buckwheat species.

Mitigation Measures B-3 and B-5 have been revised to provide additiond protection of fdcate saltbush,

dwarf lousewart, and green prince’s plume.

Field surveys of the East Secret Valley Alternative were completed in June 1995 and the results are

summarized in Appendix E.6 of this document.

PA.23-77 Please see the rwponse to comment PA.23-75.

PA.23-78 Please see the respome to comment PA.23-1.

PA.23-79 The methods and assumptions used to determine the area of plant communities and special

status species habitat is described in Sections C.3.2. 1.2 and C.3.2.2. 1. Area of affected natural plant

communities was calculated by comparing the project description in Part B of the EWS with field maps

showing the linear extent of the communities in the study corridor. The area of affected special status

species habitat was derived from the information presented in Table E-3 in Appendix E. 1 and by

comparing the size and location of the staging areas, substations, and communications facilities with the

location of special status plant populations. See dso response to comment PA.23-5.

PA.23-80 The suggested revision has been incorporated into the Fiti ERS.

PA.23-81 The Fifth Edition of the CNS hventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants in

California (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994) placed Hohngren’s skullcap (Scutellana holmgreniowm) on List

3 due to uncertainties caused by taxonomic changes published in the Jepson Manual @ickrnan 1993).

The =onom-c treatment published in the Jepson Manual placed Hohngren’s skullcap with the more

common men, Scutellatia mm. Based on this change, US~S downgraded Holmgren’s skullcap to

Category 3(c) because the tionornic change made this speciw ‘too widespread or not threatened at this

time” (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994). Field surveys in the project area suggest that a distinct species does

exist on volcanic vertisol sofis as described in the htermountain Flora (Cronquist, et d. 1984).

Holmgren’s skullcap has been proposed for placement on C~S List 4 based on the recent field work.

For this reason, Holmgren’s skullcap has been included in this ERS as a special status plant species.

However, to maintain consistency with tie latest published designation, Hohngren’s skullcap in the Final

ERS is listed as CWS List 3, proposed for List 4.

PA.23-82 The text has been changed as sugg~ted.

PA.23-83 Comment noted.

PA.23-84 Consider text changed to indicate that contingency measures maybe implemented at any

time during the 5 year monitoring period, if they are necessary. Specific contingency measures will be

specified in the Soil Conservation and Erosion Control Plan and will include onsite and offsite options.
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PA.23-85 Existing access roads utiltied during construction by the Applicant would remain open

or closed at the discretion of the individud land owners or management agencies. However, Mitigation

Measure B-6 has been changed as sugg=td in the Finrd EWS. Appendix E.5 details the project impacts

due to the development of access roads, and identifies those roads which would remain open after project

construction @ermanent irnpac~) and those that wotid be rtitored to pre-project conditions (temporary

impacts).

PA.23-86 See response to comment PA.23-79.

PA.23-87 The acreage cdctiation given in Mitigation Measure B-11 reflects ody the amount of

habitat which wodd be displaced due to structure construction. The primary impact of the project on

sage grouse habitat is an increase in perching opportunities for raptors such as golden eagles. Perch

deterrents specified in Mitigation Measure B-20 are required to off-set this impact. Potential impacts to

sage grouse due to vehicular travel and human disturbance wotid be mitigated through Mitigation

Measures B-14, B-16, and B-17, which include sped rmtrictions, r~trictions on travel in lek locations

and brood habitat during specific time periods, and biological monitoring.

PA.23-88 Exact locations of wildife resources are not listed due to the potential for disturbance by

humans. However, for the purposes of this environmental document, many of the resources are shown

in the revised base maps provided at the end of Volume I, of the Fti ENS. Exact coordinates of these

raources may be obtained through the CDFG Region I office in Redding, California. Al observations

of wildlife are recorded and filed in their offices.

Preconstruction surveys will be required to establish current year nesting sites for greater sandhill cranm

and raptors. h addition, burrowing owl burrows, badger burrows, and other specific habitat uses will

be clearly identified for the current year. The mitigation for wfldife takes into consideration the fact that

the species ar~ mobile. Potential habitit for wildlife species has been identified in the EWS in order

to establish an estimate of the impacts as a resdt of the Proposed Project. The mitigation measures will

apply even if the specific habitat use changes on a yearly basis.

PA.23-89 Table C.3-13 has been changed in the Fti ERS as suggested (now Table C.3-14).

PA.23-90 Table C.3-13 has been changed in the Fmd ENS as sugg=ted (now Table C.3-14).

PA.23-91 Text discussing Wildlife hpact 7 and Mitigation Measure B-16 have been changed in the

Final EWS to incorporate the suggestion.

PA.23-92 Mhigation Measure B-23, which addresses Wtidlife hpact 13, specifically includes

placement of perch deterrents in pygmy rabbit habitat. However, the paragraph discussion has been

modified in the Find EWS to dso include, specifidly, potential impacts to pygmy rabbits.

,.. \

( PA.23-93 Segment N has been added to Mitigation Measure B-23 for sage grouse and pygmy rabbit

present in some locations.
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PA.23-94 The text has been changed in the FM ERS as suggested.

PA.23-95 The list of special status plant species tiected by both the Tuscarora Pipeline and Alturas

Transmission Line was derived from the Drti E~IS published for the Tuscarora Pipeline Project,

The list in Section C.3.2.3 has been amended to include the additionrd species noted, with the exception

of egg I&e mofiey flower (Mintulm pygme~), which was not observed in the Mturas Transmission

Line Project study corridor and will not be affected by this project.

Consider the following added to the list of species affectd by both the Tuscarora and Alturas

Transmission Line projects in the Fti ENS:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

twin arnica (A~ica sororia)
fdcate sdtbush (Atripla gardneri var. falcata)
Nelson’s eveningprimrose (Candssonia minor)
doublet (Dimeresia howelli~
volcanic daisy (Erigeron elegantulus)
clay-lovingbuctiheat (Eriogonum collinum)
filliputlupine (Lupinus uncialis)
dwarf lousewort(Pedicubris centranthera)
lance-leavedscurf-pea(Psoralidium lanceolamm)
Holmgren’s s~lcap (Scutelhria holmgreniorum)
green prince’s plume (Stanlqa tiridifiora).

Table C.3-7 lists by segment the number of poptiations of each special status species observed within the

project study area.

PA.23-96 Comment not@.

PA.23-97 . Comment noted.

PA.23-98 Syd Kahre reported one sighting of a pair of sage grouse in the Hallelujah Junction

Wildlife Area northwest of Border Town, two miles west of the proposed segment at MP-148 ~ahre,

1995). This incidenti observation represents the ody bown grouse sighting in the vicinity. The habitat

in the vicinity of the Proposed Project is not Ifiely to support sage grouse populations. Therefore,

Alternative Segments S, U, Z, WCFG, and X-East would not significantly impact sage grouse habitat.

PA.23-99 A more detailed biologid survey of the ESVA was conducted in Spring 1995. This

survey found the ESVA to have greater impacts to wildlife resources thm the Proposed Segment L. Its

longer length wodd impact more habitats ad create more additiond perches than Segment L. See

Appendix E.6 of the Find EWS for potential impacts to mule deer, pronghom, sage grouse, and

American badger in the vicinity of the ESVA.

PA.23-1OO Comment noted. However, the sage grouse habitat in this vicinity is degraded and the

pygmy rabbit habitat does not extend to the transmission line ROW.
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PA.23-101 Wpacts to the Doyle Wildlife Area are discussed under Segment P in the ERS.

PA.23-102 A forrnrd Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan wodd be developed

for the Proposed Project prior to the start of construction. The plan wtil describe the organization and

operation of the monitoring program, monito~g tasks, and protocols for reporting and initiating

corrective action. The M plan will be submitted to the responsible agencim for review and approval.

See rdso response to comment PA.23-1.

PA.23-103 This suggestion is included under Mitigation Measure B-14 in Section C.3.2.2.3. The

table referenced in the comment (not Table C.3-22 in the Fti EMS) succintiy summarizes the

mitigation maur~ described in the document and does not itemize every detail.

PA.23-104 Mitigation Measure B-12 of the referenced table has been revisal in the Finrd EWS (as

Table C.3-22) to include Segments N and M as suggested..

PA.23-105 Comment noted. See Table C.3-22, Mitigation Measure B-23, in the Fti ERS for

specific locations for increased raptor and raven perching opportunities. These locations were identified

during a winter raptor survey conducted in early 1995. See Appendix E.9 of the Find EMS for more

details on the survey.

PA.23-106 See rmponse to comment A.1-98.

PA.23-107 Wetlands are discussed in Section C.3. 1.1.2 of the ENS. See dso Section C.3. 1.2.1

of the FiA ERS for a discussion of wetlands found along the Proposed Project study area.

PA.23-108 See response to comment OC.32-3.

PA.23-109 The toti wetland area crossed by Mternative Segment B is greater than that crossed by

Proposed Segment A. This wetland area supports waterfowl, shorebirds, raptors, and greater sandhill

cranes. The additioti length of transmission line through this .wedand habitat increases the potential for

impacts to these species; therefore, the potential impacts associated with Segment B would be greater.

The relevant sections of Fiti ENS Part D have been revised to clarify these points. .

PA.23-11O Comment noted. The potential impacts associated with the ESVA are further discussed

in Appendix E.6 of this document and the key findings are incorporated into Find EWS Part D as

appropriate for comparison of dtematives.

PA.23-111 The possibility that the Proposed Project could encourage future development is addressed

in Part E of the Final EWS. However, as with any future proposrd, the growth-inducing impacts of the

Balls Canyon Ski Resort project wotid dso be the subject of a separate environmental impact analysis

for that specific project, not the proposed Mturas Transmission Line Project. It shotid be noted that the

application for the subject resort with Sierra County has been withdrawn.
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PA.23-112 The outline and description of the FM Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting

Plan that is provided in the Find EMS serves as a guide to the assembly and implementation of all of

the individud plans required. Detailed plans will be prepared, assembled, and interpreted prior to

construction. Also see responses to comments PA.23-1 and PA.23-102. Preconstruction plans will

provide specific compliance criteria for each of the potentially affected resources as recommended.

PA.23-113 The CDFG wotid receive copies of dl monitoring reports and would be notified

immediately of any violations of the environmental specifications.

PA.23-114 Comment noted. Please refer to the revisal text of the Mitigation Monitoring Program

table in Part F of the Fti EMS.

PA.23-115 The Find ERS includes Segment O under the list of segments to which Mitigation

Measure B-10 will be applied.

Segment K and Segment O have been added to Table C.3-13 in the Find EWS. A small amount of

overland travel will occur within migration habitat for this species along Segments K and O.

PA.23-116

PA.23-117

PA.23-118

PA.23-119

Comment noted.

Comment notd.

Please see revisions to page E. 145 in the FM EWS.

Please see response to comment PA.23-31.

H.5 ~PONSES TO COMMENTS ~OM P~LIC ~~G TRANSC~S ~

TA Mturas Public Hearing (TA=transcript N@ras) 49

TS Susanville Public Hearing (TS=transcript Susanvflle) 30

TL Loydton Public Hearing (TL=transcript Loydton) 20

m Reno Public Hearing (TR=transcript Reno) 65

SET # TA.1 MR. B~GER

TA.1-1 As stated in the Draft EWS, the Proposed Project alignment runs witiln approximately

700 feet of the north end of the W~singer private airstrip, which wodd render the airstrip unsafe to

operate. While the impact of the project is significant from the perspective of the airstrip owner, it is

not considered to be a significant impact in the ERS because private uncharted airstrips are not subject

to the restrictions and guidelines of the FAA. If the project alignment were to be relocated to the west,

as suggested in the comment, it wodd not alter the ENS fidmg of an adverse but not significant (Class

~) impact. It would, however, allow the airstrip to continue to be used by the owner.
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It is acknowledged that adjusting the Proposed Project such that Segment A06-C03 is located slightly

firther to the west may render the route less visible to properties located to the east of the route.

However, it should be noted that such an adjustment may negatively impact other resources, thereby

offsetting the possible lessening of visual impacts.

The proposed dtemative has been considered for the Find EWS; the resdts are presented in Section

B.3.4.1.

SET # TA.2 MS. ~O~OY

TA.2-1 Please see responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2.

TA.2-2 Section C. 10.1.4.8 of the Fti ENS discusses the effects of magnetic fields on live

stock.

TA.2-3 See response to comment GP. 1l&5. The Proposed Project wotid not require deep holes.

The shallow, widely spaced hol~ that would be Mled for this project are not likely to impact springs

and ground water.

TA.24 Powerline collisions are a potential impact of the Proposed Project. This issue is

addressed in the Find ERS in Section C.3.2.2.3 and in Mitigation Measures B-20 and B-22. See dso

response to comment OC. 11-5.

TA.2-5

SET # TA.3
.

TA.3-1

TA.3-2

See r~ponse to comment GP.2-2.

MS. C~L

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments GP.6-1, GP. 10-1, and GP.30-1.

See responses to comments GP. 110-5 and TA.2-3. The shallow widely spaced nature of

footings for this project are not likely to alter springs or ground water.

Seismic activity or earthquake fatit displacement could alter ground water and springs, but this project

will not cause those earthquakes or fadt reactivation. Those are natural processes occurring deep (miles)

within the etis crust. The depth of penetration of the Proposed Project relative to these deep crustal

forces would be analogous to a pin prick on an onion skin relative to the core of the onion.

SET # TA.4 ~ R. ~RGUSON

TA.41 Comment noted. Bdd eagles and a variety of hawks winter in the Pit River area in the

vicinity of the Proposed Project. This issue is addressed in the Find ERS in Section C.3. 1.2.3 and in

Appendix E.9 of this document.
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TA.42 Surveys for special status bat species were conducted in August 1994 by Dr. Constantine.

A population of Townsen&s big-eared bats was discovered in the Memd Caverns region. This issue

is discussed in Section C.3. 1.2.3 of the EWS.

SET # TA.5 ~. ST-

TA.5-1 , Please see Section C.3. 1.1 of the Fti ERS for a discussion of wildlife species observed

in the vicinity of the Proposal Project, which includes the LAely Mountain area. Temporary indirect

impacts to wildlife would occur as a-result of construction of the proposed transmission line. These

impacts are discussed in Section C.3 .2.1 .2, and mitigation measures for temporary indirect impacts are

described in Section C.3.2.2.3.

TA.5-2 Potential impacts to greater san~l cranes are discussed in the Find ENS in Section

C.3.2.2.3, Append~ E. 1, and Appendix E. 10. See dso response to comment GP.20-3.

TA.5-3 The potential visual impact of Proposed Segment C is described in Section C. 13.2.2.4

of the EWS. Due to the visual sensitivity of this area to fishermen, hunters, and other recreationists,

two Key Observation Points were titablished in the vicinity. Key Observation Point No. 5 was

specifically established at a location where the Propos@ Project would be higMy visible in order to assess

the visual impacts on “people seehg outdoor recreatioti activities. ” Key Observation Point No. 23 was

established to assess the visual impact on recreationists in the Nelson Corral Reservoir area as described

in Section C. 13.3.2.2.

TA.54

TA.5-5

TA.54

See response to comment GP.20-7.

See response to comment GP.20-2.

The base maps included in the Find ENS (see end of Volume I) illustrate the Proposed

Project alignment and 660Jfoot smdy corridor. The maps are based on topographic maps prepared by

the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). A sde of one inch to every two thousand feet was used. Based

on this scale, inmost roes, at least 2,000 feet of the area surrounding the project study area is presented.

Please note, however, that ordy the resources within the smdy corridor are illustrated, tiess otherwise

provided on the USGS topographic maps.

TA.5-7 See response to comment PA.22-5.

TA.5-8 Section C.8. 1.4.3 of the E~S includes discussions of the recreation areas and uses in

Modoc and Lassen Counties. Project construction impacts on recreational uses are addressed in Section

C.8.2.2.1. Project operations impacts on recreational uses are addressed in Section C.8.2.2.2.

TA.5-9 See responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411.
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SET # TA.6 ~. WUEL

TA.6-1 Please see responses to comments GP.1-3, GP.1411, GP.30-1, GP.41-7, and GP.41-18.

TA.6-2 See responses to comments GP.41-12, GP.41-14, and GP.41-23.

TA.6-3 See response to comment OC.2-1. Experience with other interpretive developments such

as the BLM’s petroglyph interpretive trail at Grimes Point, n= Fdlon, Nevada, have resulted in

increased visitor use and reduced incidents of vanddism.

TA.64 See respome to comment GP.41-3.

TA.6-5 See responses to comments GP.41-12 and GP.41-14.

TA.6+ See responses to comments GP. 1411 and GP.52-3. As acknowledged in Section B.4.3

of the Draft EWS, under the No Project Mternative, tie impacts of the project would not occur.

However, as discussed in Sections A.6.2 and A.6.5 of the Find ENS, SPPCO is experiencing existing

service constraints and anticipates fiture failure of a 120 kV line, r~titing in line damage or an

interruption of service. Under tiese conditions, when considering the No Project Mternative, the

environmental consequences of not having the project in place must be addressed. Based on the

independent review of the Aspen Team utility engineer, SPPCO wotid need to augment their system.

Exactly how this wotid occur is not definite, but it was concluded that it was reasomble to expect that

SPPCO would require a major transmission line by the year 2000-2002.

TA.67 mile the bd Agencies in preparing an ENS on a project of this scope and magnitude

may wish to avoid making diffictit conclusions from the dyticd resdts, CEQA Guidelines [Section

15126(d)(2)] iequire that, if the environmentrdly superior dtemative is the No Project Mtemative, the

Em must identi@ an environmentally superior alternative among the other dtemativ~. NEPA

regulation [40 Cm 1502.14(e)] requirw identification of the Federd Lead Agency’s preferred alternative

or dtematives.

TA.6-8 Section E.3.3.1 has been revised in the Find ENS to include a discussion of the growth-

inducing effects of expanded telecommunications within the Proposed Project region.

SET # TA.7 ~. LEE ~EWON

TA.7-1 Please see response to comment GP.41-3.

TA.7-2 See responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 1411. Section E.3.3 has been revised to

include a discussion of the growth-inducement impacts of the Proposed-Project as they relate to the

establishment of an utility corridor.

TA.7-3 See response to comment TA.7-2.
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TA.74 As pr=ented in revised Section B.3.4.2.6 of the Find ENS, the recently approved

Southwest titertie Project (eastern Nevada) includes 2000 foot separation distances horn existing, major

transmission lines (new 500 kV line in an existing 345 kV corridor - approved by the U.S. Department

of the Interior, BLM).

TA.7-5 As discussed in Section B.2.4. 1, with the proper maintenance, SPPCO expects that the

operatioml life of the Proposed Project wotid be indefinite with proper design, quality materials, an

aggressive maintenance program, and the dry climate. If the project were to be abandoned, impacts due

to abandonment would be comparable those impacts identified in the EMS for construction.

TA.7-6 There is no data to indicate that habitat in the project area would require centuries to

recover. However, the mitigation recommended for loss of vegetation includes a combination of

restoration and offsite mitigation (see Mitigation Measure B-l). The offsite mitigation is intended to

compensate for the time during which the habitat is recovering horn disturbance.

SET # TA.8 ~. -STRONG

TA.8-1 Please see r=ponse to comment GP.9-1.

TA.8-2 Section E.3.3 has been expanded to include a more thorough discussion of growth

inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project.

TA.8-3 Section A.6.9. 1 h= been expanded to provide an update on the current System Operation

Review of the Columbia River system and how it would affect SPPCO’Saccess to the Pacific Northwest

power market.

TA.84 - See response to comment GP.9-1.

TA.8-5 Potential impacts to avian species include collision with powerlines, electrocution, and

indirect disturbance during construction. The first two (direct impacts) would be mitigated through

substation design to minimize electrocution hazard, marking powerlines, and establishing offsite

compensation habitat for residud Iossm of greater sandhill cranes. Mitigation for indirect impacts would

include monitoring of construction activities by qualified biologists, timing of construction period to avoid

disturbance to nesting birds of prey, avoidance buffer zones for wildife resources, and preconstruction

surveys to identi~ locations of occupied nests. Please see Mhigation Measures B-14 through B-23.

The species mentioned are protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. Under this Act, US~S

may authorize “incidenti take” (i.e., an allowance for a specific take limit as an incidental result of a

project) for protected species, such as the bdd eagle and SwainSon’s hawk. Mitigation and monitoring

plans must satisfy US~S requirements in protecting sensitive species to the greatest extent possible

before the agency will issue an incidentd take permit (see response to comment PA.23-1 regarding

preparation of the plans).
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Regarding burying the transmission line, please see responses to comments GP. 10-1 andTA.8-11.

TA.8-6 Seeresponses tocomments GP.41-24and GP.135-13. Theproposed powerline would

not impede access to the Mt. Shasta.

TA.8-7 See responses to comments TA.2-2 and GP.2-2.

TA.8-8 See response to comment GP.68-1.

TA.8-9 See response to comment GP. 135 which addresses these same concerns. h addition, it

should be pointed out that there wotid be numerous faults of similar mture to those along the Proposed

Project along any Nevada route. It wodd be difficult to find a route in Nevada that has much less of a

seismic or fault displacement h-d.

The future studies required by the mitigations are to address site-specific design issues. The details of

these investigations are much greater than what is required for an ENS. Conducting such studies should

enhance public confidence that the project is being conducted with their hdth, safety and welfare in

mind. There is enough information in the EWS to adequately evaluate impacts and to specify

appropriate mitigation measures to minimize adverse environment impacts. However, there are some

design and engineering aspects that can ody be ascertained by site-specific studies. These are generally

esoteric technid details such as which of the fatits codd cause the most damage. It is already known

that the project can be dmigned to withstand the largest fatit displacements that are likely to occur on

any of the faults in the region. The details of exactly how to do this have no bearing on whether the

project is feasible.

The reference to structures in Mitigation Measure G-2 is to the support towers that elevate the power line

above the grotid. The power line itself is not considered to be a structure. Elevatd power lin= have

great ductility and are perhaps the best way to cross fadts because they can accommodate large lateral

and vertical fadt displacements. As discussed in rwponse to comment GP. 135-25, few fatits along the

Proposed Project are classified as active (see Table C.6-3) and these can be spanned quite easily.

TA.8-10 The information gathered for Section C.7, Hydrology, of the ENS is adequate to identiv

the probable impacts and to determine whether the project can be built without creating significant

adverse impacts. Generally there are several ways to minimize the impacts. Three are given in general

terms in the ENS. The minute details wfil be worked out in the various detailed plans that are in fact

required by guidelines, re@ations, and laws. The intent of the ruling not allowing “fiture studies” is

to prevent projects horn being built without due process of CEQA and NEPA. This ENS is in full

accordance with legal precedent.

TA.8-11 Placing the transmission line underground at the Pit River crossing would reduce impacts

to avian species. However, the level of surface disturbance required to accomplish tils would likely

impact special status fish species such as the Ph Roach, and crate impacts to wetlands and nesting habitat

used by san~lll cranes and other ground-nesting species. It wodd dso likely result in the temporary
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loss and removal of jurisdictioti wetlands and riparian plant communities. See dso response to

comment GP. 10-1 concerning the issue of burying the transmission line underground.

TA.8-12 See responses to comments OC.2-1 and TA.6-3.

TA.8-13 See rwponses to comments GP.1-3, GP.1411, and GP.30-1.

TA.8-14 See response to comment GP.9-1.

SET # TA.9 MS. CL-

TA.9-1 Comment noied. The ERS (including the Draft ERS reviewed by the cornmenter) is

being prepared by a third-party independent contractor at the sole direction of the Lead State and Federd

Lead Agencies, the California Public Utflities Commission and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management,

respectively. The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), as a Responsible Agency with

additionrd permitting authority over the project, provides input and expertise, primarily in the areas of

biologid and water resources consultation, and carefilly reviews key project documents and provides

comments pertaining to its areas of expertise and its permitting and resource trustee authorities. The

CDFG is not conducting, directing, or tiding the preparation of this ERS, although some funding for

its review efforts has been provided by the Applicant.

SET # TA.1O ~. DEW

TA.1O-1 Comment noted.

SET # TA.11 ~. D~

TA.11-1 Please see rwponse to comment GP. 1324.

SET # TS.1 MR. ~L

TS.1-1 The base maps at the end of Volume I of tils ERS illustrate the digwent of the

Tuscarora Pipeline when it is in close proximity to the Proposed Aturas Transmission Line Project.

Section B.3.4.1 of the Find EWS discusses the use of the Tuscarora Pipeline digmnent for the Proposed

Project.

TS.1-2 Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP.30-1.

TS.1-3 See raponse to comment GP.61-1.

SET # TS.2 MS. BOWN
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TS.2-1 Section C.8.2.2 has been revised in the FM EWS to include a discussion of the

Proposed Project land use impacts on Wcho San Mael Park. The Proposed Project would not have

a significant impact on flooding and wotid not significantly interfere with the Evans Creek flood control

project.

TS.2-2 Please see responses to comments GP.1-3 and GP.30-1. h order to drop the voltage of

the 345 kV line, several parallel 120 kV or 230 kV lines would be required. A system of parallel lines

would not reduce or eliminate the environment impacts of the Proposed Project (CEQA criteria to be

considered when addressing the feasibility of alternatives - see Section B.3.2 of the ENS). See revisions

to Section B.3.4.6.2 in the Finrd ERS.

TS.2-3 See response to comment PA.22-5. The sensitive receptors, including residentird, witiln

2,000 feet of the Proposed Project ares ummarized in Table C.8-1 of the FM ERS.

TS.24 See revised Section B.3.4.6.2 in the Fti ERS.

TS.2-5 See rwponse to comment GP.8-2.

TS.24 See responses to comments GP.52-3 and TS.2-2.

SET # TS.3 ~. CHO-

TS.3-1 As discussed in Section A.6.2, SPPCO provides service to approximately 40,000

customers in northeastern California.

TS.3-2 See r=ponses to comments GP. 1-3 andGP.1411.
.

TS.3-3 Some of the specia listed in this comment, such as retie deer, pronghom antelope, and

bdd eagle, are special stati species and are addressed in Sections C.3.1.2.3 and C.3.2.2.3 of the EMS.

Others, such as fox, coyote, cottonti rabbit, and crow, are ,considered in Mitigation Measure B-16.

This mitigation measure was designed to protect wildife species which occur in the project area, but are

not special status species or considered rare, threatened, or endangered. CEQA ordy. requires that

specific studies be conducted to identi~ impacts to special status species. Therefore, specialized studies

are not required for the other animals listed in this comment.

hpacts to wild horses in the vicinity of the proposed Mturas substation would be short-term and would

occur during the construction period. During the construction period, restrictions on speed limbs,

firearms, and pets in the project area (included in Mitigation Measure B-16) will be enforced to minimize

impacts to animals in the vicinity. Biological monitors will be present to verify enforcementof these

measures.
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SET # TS.5

TS.5-1

Comment noted.

MR. m~

Please see responses to comments GP. 1-3 and GP. 14-11. Section E.3.3, Potential

Growth-hducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement

impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion of the Border Town Substation and future

utility corridor ramifications.

TS.5-2 See revisions to Sections A.6.2.4 and A.6.5 of the Find ERS.

TS.5-3 Sections A.6.4 and A.6.6 of the ERS pr~ent the economic benefits of the Proposed

Project, including improved wheeling servicw and spot market purchases from the Pacific Northwest

power market. A summary of SPPCO’Sexisting and fiture (as requested) wheeling demand is presented

in Section A.6.2 of the Fti EWS.

TS.54 Additionrd consideration of dtemative routes east of Peterson Mountain has been given

and the results are presented in a revisal Fti ERS Section B.3.4. 1.

TS.5-5 Additioti consideration has dso been given to the comparison between rdtematives witiln

Long Valley, particularly Proposed Segment T versus Atemative Segments S and U and the results are

presented in a revised Part D of this FM ERS .

TS.5-6 See responses to comments GP.1-3, GP.1411, and GP.30-1. .

TS.5-7 See response to comment GP. 1M3.

TS.5-8 Section A.6.9. 1 has been expanded to provide an update on the current System Operation

Review of the Columbia River system and how it wodd affect SPPCO’Saccess to the Pacific Northwest

power market.

SET # TS.6 ~. ELLIOTT

TS.6-1 Comment noted.

SET # TS.7 MS. HOUSTON

TS.7-1 Comment noted.

SET # TS.8 MS. E~E

TS.8-1 Comment noted.
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SET # TS.9 ~. B=TER

TS.9-1 Comment noted.

TS.9-2 Comment noted. Section A.6.7.5 has been revised to reflect the Memorandum of

Understanding executed between LMUD and SPPCO.

P~LIC HE~G HSC~ LOYALTON m)

SET # TL.1 ~. S~EN

TL.1-1 Comment noted.

SET # TL.2 MS. LO~W

TL.2-1 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth tiducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and fiwre utiliv corridor r~fimtiom-

TL.2-2 Please see rwponse to comment TL.2-1 regarding growth inducement. See response to

comment GP. 143 regarding growth in the North Valleys area of Washoe County. See response to

comment OC.28-5 regarding the CC&R for the Border Town Substation site.

TL.2-3

TL.24 -

TL.2-5

See responses to comments OC.19-2, OC.28-21, OC.28-22, and OC.28-23.

Please see responses to comments OC.28-17,18,19.

Figures C. 13-16A and B present photosirmdations of the proposed Border Town

Substation site.

TL.24 Comment noted. The sentence noted by the commenter has been corrected to note that

the closest developed land uses to the proposed substation site include a td farm and pallet construction

yard.

SET # TL.3 MS. ELD~D

TL.3-1 Please see responses to commentsGP.1-3,GP.1411, and GP.30. 1. Further consideration

has been given to the Nevada Ntemative employing the L~WP corridor (see Section B.3.4.6.2),

EastSide Route 2 (Section B.3.4. 1), and other dtematives in this Fmd EWS document. Section

B.3.4.6.2 of the Fiti EMS addresses the Applicant’s responsibility with respect to permitting timelines.

(’

TL.3-2 See responses to comments OC.19-2, OC.28-21, OC.28-22, and OC.28-23.
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m.3-3 See response to comment TL.2-1.

SET # TL.4 MR. G~

m.41 With respect to the comparison of alternatives, the methodology, information considered,

and conclusions were prmented in detail in Part D of the Drti ERS, with some minor revisions and

clarifications to Part D provided in this Fti ERS. k brief, the conclusions and findings of Part C

(Environmental Analysis) and the kpact Summary Tabl~ have been brought together in a comparison

matrix in which the impacts, by environment issue area and impact type, of dl of the akematives

considered in detail are arrayed side-by-side. Based on these side-by-side comparisons, by issue area,

the alternative that offers a clear or minor enviromenti advantage for that issue area was designated (or

if no advmtage was discernible this was so d~ignated). Based on the array of these designations

@resented in Table D.2-1) the environmentally superior alternative was designated, with the key factors

in the designation higMighted in Section D.2. 1. With respect to the No Project Akemative (considered

on an issue-by-issue basis in Part C of the Draft ERS) and the various transmission dtematives

considered in Section B.3 .4.6.2 of the Find ENS, it was found that these dtematives did not offer

potential advantages over the Proposed Project.

m.42 Please see responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2. Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Find

EWS has been revised to clarify that the EMF impacts to the residents of Sparks is because separation

distances between the project and residences would be restricted, in comparison to the Proposed Project,

because of existing urban development.

m.42 See response to comment GP.214. .

m.43 As discussed in Section A.6.6, the availability of hydroelectric power provides SPPCO

with an econo-tic benefit, not a system need. Section A.6.9. 1 has been expanded to provide an update

on the current System Operation Review of the Columbia River system and how it would affect SPPCO’S

access to the Pacific Northwest power market. Sections A.6.2.4 and A.6.5 of the Find ENS discusses

SPPCO’Sexisting and projected wheeling operations.

SET # TL.5 MS. ~WS

TL.5-1 Comment noted.

SET # TL.6 MS. ~BWCK

~.6-l See response to comment OC.20-1.

SET # TL.7 MR. BE~

m.7-l This FM EMS is our attempt to the best of our ability to address the concerns

expressed and to produce a document that more completely meets the requirements of the decisionmakers
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and the public. We have addressed and incorporated as appropriate the comments of Sierra County in

this Find EMS; for responses to the written comments

comments set PA.5.

SET # TL.8 MR. HE~

TL.8-1 Please see response to comment TL.43.

of Sierra County, please see the responses to

TL.8-2 Additiond consideration has been given to the comparison between dtematives within

Long Valley, particularly Proposed Segment T versus Mternative Segments S and U, and the results are

presented in a revisal Part D of the Fmd ERS.

TL.8-3 See responses to comments GP.1-3 and GP. 1411.

TL.84 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-kducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and future utility corridor ramifications.

SET # TR.1 MS. BOHN

TR.1-l Section C.8.2.2 has been revised to address the Proposed Project land use impacts on

the Peavine Peak area near the Horizon Hills development. Section C. 8.2.2 of the Find ENS dso

addresses project constmction and operations impacts, respectively, on residential uses. As concluded

in the noted section, the significant visual impacts in residential areas would diminish the qurdity of

residential US6Sand constitute a significant, non-mitigable hpact of the Proposed Project (Class I).

TR.1-2 Please see response to comment GP.28-1.

SET # TR.2 ~. HOL=ISTER

TR.2-1 Comment noted. Section A.6.4 has been expanded to include a discussion of fiture

service to Truckee Dormer Public Utility District.

SET # TR.3 MR. B~LOW

TR.3-1 Comment noted. See revisions to Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Find ERS.

SET # TR.4 WC NCOLET

TR.41 Comment notd. The beneficial impacts of the Proposed Project (Class ~ are

summarized in the hpacts Summary Tabl~ of the Executive Summary.
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SET # TR.5 MS. ~OUON

TR.5-1 Plae see response to comment GP. 28-1.

TR.5-2 The faults near Horizon Hills are existing features. The Proposed Project would not have

any impact on them and the transmission line wotid be designed to accommodate faulting and earthquakes

in accordance with s~dard geologid and engineering practice for seismically active areas. See

responses to comments GP.76-2, GP.09-7, and GP. 122-2

TR.5-3 See response to comment TR. 1-1.

SET # TR.6 MS. MT “

TR.6-1 Please see response to comment GP.25-2.

TR.6-2 See response to comment PA.22-5. The comment regarding opposition to the Proposed

Project is noted and will be considered by the CPUC and BLM in their decisions on the project.

SET # TR.7

TR.7-1

SET # TR.8

TR.8-1

TR.8-2

SET # TR.9

TR.9-1

TR.9-2

MS. ~

Comment noted. Pl%e see response to comment GP.28-1.

MR. P-OTTO

Please see r~ponse to comment GP.25-1.

See response to comment GP.56-1.

MS. OROZCO

Please see response to comment GP.25-1.

Section A.6.4 has been expanded to include a discussion of future service to Truckee

Dormer Public Utility District. Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-Inducing Effects, has been expanded to

include a more thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project,

including expansion of the Border Town Substation and fumre utility corridor ramifications.

TR.9-3 See response to comment GP.25-1.

TR.94 See response to comment GP.8-2.
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TR.9-5 Many studies have been completed on EMF (see Section C. 10.1.2.3), but there has not

been a study of the effects of magnetic fields on children who have exposure while waiting for buses or

for children who have a specific exposure for a short duration during the day.

SET # TR.1O

TR.1o-1

SET # TR.11

TR.11-l

TR.11-2

MR. PY~L

Comment noted. Please see revisions to Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Find ERS.

MS. LOW B=

Please see response to comment GP.25-1.

Section C.5. 1.1 of the Fti EWS presents the utilities to be encountered by the Proposed

Project. Section C.1O.2.3.2 discusses the induced current potential of the Proposed Project.

SET # TR.12

TR.12-1

SET # TR.13

TR.13-1

TR.13-2

TR.13-3
.

TR.134

TR.13-5

SET # TR.14

TR.141

TR.142

TR.143

MS. P-E

Comment noted.

MS. G~BERT

Please see response to comment GP.25-1.

See response to comment GP.25-1.

See response to comment GP.25-2.

See response to GP.8-2. There are no hewn effects of EMF on ground water.

See responses to comments GP.41-24 and 135:13.

MS. D~Y

Please see response to comment GP. 1-3B.

See response to comment GP.52-3.

The Pfion Pine Power Plant would be constructed approximately 15 miles away from the

Proposed route of the Nturas Transmission Line. This distance between the two projects would limit

the cumulative air quality effects from constricting both of thae projects at the same time (Class m.

The cumulative impacts from the construction of the Tuscarora Gas Line and the Proposed Alturas

Transmission Line were addressed in Section C.2.2.4. 1 of the EWS.
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TR.lu The screening dysis of the Tuscarora Natural Gas Pipeline Alignment Alternative

includes a discussion of the system safety issues associated with a transmission line and pipeline in a joint

utility corridor. As noted in Section B.3.4. 1 of the Fiti ERS, these system safety issues can be

mitigated through the use of thicker pipe coatings, installation of shielding and corrosion protection

systems, or placing ground shields underneath structures. As discussed in Section C. 10.2.3.3 of the

EMS, SPPCO shall be required to incorporate California Public Uttiities Commission General Order 95

and National Electric Safety Code requirements into the Project Construction, Operation, and

Maintenance Plan.

TR.145 See responses to co~ents GP.8-2 and GP.52-2.

TR.lti Section C.8.2.2 has been revised in the Fiti ERS to include a discussion of the

Proposed Project land use impacts on Rancho San Rafael Park. See responses to comments GP.8-2 and

GP.52-2.

SET # TR.15 MR. S~

TR.15-1 As discussed in Section B.3.4.6.2 of the Fti EWS, there is an existing 345 kV line

that traverses the northern Sparks and Reno area. This 345 kV line shares a corridor with an existing

120 kV line. See revisions to Section B.3.4.6.2 in the FM ENS for a discussion of the potential

environmental

areas.

TR.15-2

TR.15-3

SET # TR.16

TR.16-1

TR.16-2

SET # TR.17

TR.17-1

TR.17-2

SET # TR.18

TR.18-1

impacts associated with replacing the Proposed Project with smaller lines in the urban

Please see revisions to Section C.8.2.2.

See response to comment TR. 146.

MR. ~G~LD

Please see responses to comments GP.8-2 and GP.52-2.

See response to comment GP.1O-1.

MR. WC~~ER

Please see response to comment GP.25-1.

See responses to comments GP.1-3, GP.6-1, GP.8-2, GP.1O-1, and GP.30-1.

m. m~

Please see response to comment GP.25-1.
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TR.18-2 See responses to comments GP.1-3, GP.6-1, GP.1411, GP.30-1, and GP.109-15.

It should be recognized that the Applicant has proposed in its applications to come down from Alturas

to Reno via Long Valley, largely on the basis of such factors as perceived cost-effectiveness, feasibility,

and environment constraints and permitting prospects. However, numerous alternatives to routing in

the subject area are considered in the ERS, including various transmission dtematives for bringing

power in from the east, including use of the referenced L~~ corridor (see Section B.3.4.6.2);

generation dtematives (Section B.3.4.3); system enhancement akernatives (Section B.3.4.4); rdtemative

transmission technologies (Section B.3.4.5); and an dtemative route that wotid terminate at North Valley

Road Substation after an approach from the north (Eastside Route 2, Section B.3.4.1). Further

consideration has been given to the Nevada Mtemative employing the L~~ corridor, Eastside Route

2, and other alternatives in this Find ENS document.

SET # TR.19

TR.19-1

TR.19-2

SET # TR.20

TR.2@l

SET # TR.21

TR.21-1

MR. _ERSON

Please see response to comment GP.25-1.

See response to comment GP.28-1.

MR. ALBWG~

Please see response to comment TR. 146.

MS. MTC~LL

Please see response to comment GP.52-3. As discussed in Section A.6.5, if growth in

the Reno/Laki Tahoe is not rdized as projected, the Mturas Transmission Line wodd not need to be

in operation by the summer of 1997 (timeframe of expected failure of an existing SPPCO 120 kV line).

TR.21-2 Section E.3.3, Potential Growth-hducing Effects, has been expanded to include a more

thorough discussion of growth inducement impacts relating to the Proposed Project, including expansion

of the Border Town Substation and future utility corridor ramifications.

TR.21-3 See raponses to comments GP.1417 and TR.21-1.

TR.214 See response to comment TR.146.

TR.21-5 See response to comment TR. 146. The Proposed Project or EWS would not set a

precedent for park planning or preserving urban open spaces. However, how federd, state, and local

agencies decisions could set precedents for plarming and decision-making on these issues.

See responses to comments GP.1-3, GP.141, and GP.30-1.
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TR.21-6 Comment noted. Your concerns will be taken into consideration by the CPUC and BLM

during their deliberation on the project.

TR.21-7 See response to comment TR. 14-6. ‘

TR.21-8 See response to comment TR. 146.

TR.21-9 See rwponse to comment TR.21-2.

SET # TR.22 MR. ~ .

TR.22-1 Section A.6.2. 1 of the Draft ERS discusses the current demand on SPPCO’Ssystem, by

sector. Sections A.6.8.3 and B.3.4.4 discuss the use of comervation to satisfy the objectives of the

Proposed Project. Please see response to comment GP. 1-3B.

TR.22-2

TR.22-3

as alternatives

TR.224

TR.22-5

SET # TR.23

TR.23-1 -

See r~ponse to comment TR.21-2.

Section B.3.4.3 of the FM ERS discusses both the use of solar and geothermal energy

to the Proposed Project.

See response to comment GP.28-1.

See response to comment GP.25-1.

MR. OPENC~Z

Comment notd. As proposed, SPPCO is planning on using corten steel for the structures

(resultant rust-like ftish) to ~e the visual impacts of the Proposed Project.

SET # TR.U MS. TO~NO

TR.wl The commenter is concerned with wind noise in the Hortion Hills subdivision near Angle

Point ~8, east of Peavine Peak. This response can be generally applied to other residential areas along

the proposed and alternative segments. ~stling requires creation of a narrow gap in dense materials

through which air passes and sets the mass into vibration (for example the gap between a reed and the

mouthpiece in a clarinet, or the larynx plus vocal chords in the human throat). Physically this cannot

occur when wires are located in open space. Ringing can result when a wire is induced to vibrate at its

natural frequency (referred to like a “harp” in one comment). ~ls can physically happen to power lines

strung between transmission poles or towers. Power companies apply commercially available vibration

damping systems when this can occur. The remedy consists in stringing weights hung at appropriate

intervals along the power lines. Following normrd engineering practice, SPPCO would apply damping

systems, if winds in any area wotid induce vibration of the power lin~. As a result significant ringing

would not occur.
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TR.wz A considerable amount of effort will be expended to reduce the impacts of construction.

Mitigation Measure G-11 outlines some of the measures to be undertaken. A comprehensive Soil

Conservation and Erosion Control Plan wotid be developed to further reduce the adverse impacts. These

plans would include having field enviromnenti monitors to observe construction procedures and with the

authority to enforce dust and erosion control.

TR.W3 . See raponse to comment GP.2-2.

TR.2M See r=ponse to comment GP.28-1.

TR.W5 See rmponse to comment PA.2-3.

H.6 RESPONSES TO CO=NTS ~OM SERRA PAC~C POmR COMP~

SET # A.1

Al-l

A.1-2

A.1-3

A.14

A.1-5

(APPLICANT=A)

S~~ PAC~C PO~R COMP~ 180

Please see revisions to Section A.6.2.

See revisions to Section A.6.2.

See revisions to Section A.6.2.

See revisions to Section A.6.2.

Mitigation Measures L-8 and L-13 were based on a number of factors, ofly one of which

is EMFs. The 300-foot setback was recommend to reduce the significant degradation of the quality

of residential uses. However, since the CPUC and B’LMcannot impose setbacks on fiture projects that

are not under their jurisdiction, it will be up to the jurisdictions traversed by the Proposed Project to

adopt Mitigation Measure L-13. Mhigation Measure L-13 is ordy a recommended measure for local

jurisdictions. Nso, please see r=ponse to comment GP.61-1.

A discussion of EMFs is included in the Land Use Section of the ENS because the presence of EMFs

from the project facilities on or near residential property is one factor which wotid contribute to

degradation of the quality of r=identid uses.

See response to comment GP. 1324 regarding impacts to property values.

A.1-6 Comment noted. Mhigation Measure S-1 has been modified in the Find EMS.

A.1.7 See revisions
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A.1-8 Portions of Section C.3.2. 1.1, Significance Criteria, have been revised to clarifi the

significance criteria with respect to magnitude of impact. No mitigation measures are applied to non-

significant impacts. See revised Mhigation Measures B-3 and B-5 in the Fiti EMS. Also see the

revised Table C.3-10, which no longer includes plant communities and special status species that have

non-significant (Class Q impacts (e.g., juniper woodland, big sagebrush scrub, Hackelia cwickii, etc.).

The corresponding text has dso been revised.

No tree removal mitigation has been proposed for biologid impacts. Some juniper maintenance has been

proposed for the Aturas Substation near Devils Garden, but ordy to the extent that it would mitigate for

visual impacts (see Mitigation Measure V-5).

A.1-9 The moredetailed geologic and geotechnid studies called for in Mitigation Measures

G-2 through G-7 and G-14 are standard requirements for any important facility in an environment with

active and potentially active faults, significant seismicity, rugged terrain, and potentially adverse soil

condhions. The required investigation shodd be conducted in accordance with good engineering practice

and in accordance with applicable federal, stite (California and Nevada), and Iocd geological and

engineering procedures and standards. The discussions in the Draft ENS provide a good starting point

by providing approximate fault locations, seismicity, topographic maps, and information on expansive

and corrosive soils.

There is no need for separate detaild reports for individud structures; a single comprehensive geological

and geotechnicd engineering report for the entire project would be adequate. kdustry data on the

strength of the loads that the proposed structures can withstand should be provided and compared to the

acceleration antior velocities generated by the maximum credible earthquakes on specific faults in

proximity to the Proposed Project. The intent is to document the appropriate parameters to show that

the project is adequately designed.
.

Efforts should be made to keep structures from straddling faults if possible. However, as you have

correctly noted there are no specific laws that require this and if it proves to be an unacceptable hardship,

some structur~ within fault zones might be acceptable. Generally, fault zones can be easily avoided by

strategic selection of structure locations, because the faults are generally quite narrow compared to

structure spacing. Therefore, ordy a few structures, if any, wotid need any special attention and it is

these structures that wodd need specific attention in the subject. report.

Likewise specific t~ts at each structure may not be needed to adequately account for expansive or

cofiosive soils. Most of the structur~ within the clayey deposits of the Madeline Plains, for example,

would probably have similar foundation characteristics, so ody a few representative engineering tests

would be required to characterize the tird and quantify the risks.

A.1-10 Comment noted. See response to comment A. 1-9.

A.1-11 See response to comment A. 1-9. The discussions in the

guidelines witiln which to safely design and construct the Proposed
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Applicant in this comment, the California criteria for Earthqu&e Fatit Zones (i.e., formerly Mquist-

Priolo Special Studies Zones) are for buildings with human occupancy in excess of 2000 man-hours. As

such, these criteria do not apply to transmission line structures.

A.1-U The Applicant’s suggested revision is basically correct and adequate. However, the

mitigation measures will remain separate items as written in the EWS because as separate entries they

provide for easier interpretation by the general public and other agencim not familiar with seismic design

issu~.

A.1-13 As discussd in response to comment A. 1-9, separate stability investigations are not

required at each individud structure or road. As statd in the referenced response, the mitigation

measure is provided to heip ensure that slope stability studies are done where appropriate. There are

certain areas where undercutting adverse out-of-slope bedding codd induce slope instability and other

areas which have experienced mturd failures. These cotid already be near the state of failure. The

mitigation measure is mmt to ensure that such areas are reco@ed and considered in the design and

placement of structures and access roads.

A.1-14 See response to comment A. 1-9. Mitigation measure G-14 is not meant to require 700

evaluations, one at each site. The main purpose of the measure is to dl out the fact that expansive soils

are hewn in the area and shotid be considerti in project design. If such soils are not a problem to the

integrity of the structures then this can be easfiy shown with simple calculations and ofly representative

soil tests. These are fairly routine and standard geotechnicd procedures.

A.1-15 The CPUC and BLM, as Lead Agencies, have permitting and monitofig responsibility=

for the Proposed Project. As such, the review and approval of specific plans can be allocated to another

responsible agency by the Lead Agencies, if they so deem appropriate.

A.1-16 CDFG has prepared a letter dated July 3, 1995 in. response to the Project Applicant’s

comments on the analysis of project impacts on Wfidlife Conservation Areas ~CAs) presented in the

Draft EMS. The responses to comments below are extracted from this comment letter.

The letter do= not explain how degradation factors were dctiated for existing conditions on WCA land.

The letter infers that wildife habitat value, constraints to public use and enjoyment, and constraints to

land and habitat management were considered in assigning degradation factors.

Whh regard to the comment that dl of the WCA parcels do not have equal habitat or wildlife

management value, CDFG indicates that the Project Applicant does not provide any support for this

statement, and that habitat quality was not the ody factor considered in cdcdating a degradation factor

for a specific parcel.

To address the comment that significant wildife vdu= would remain in the ROW after the Proposed

Project is constructed, CDFG indicates that the main CEQA issue is the impact of the project on dl

values and uses of the WCAS, not the remaining wildlife habitat values. Furthermore, CDFG explains
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that the fact that wildife habitat values wtil remain in the ROW after project construction does not lessen

the need for mitigation for the degradation of wildlife habitat, land use changes that would affect public

use and enjoyment of the areas, and CDFG’S ability to safely and effectively manage their public trust

lands.

With regard to the comment that compemation for impacts to the Doyle WCA would not be required

because some parcels of tis WCA will be exchanged with the BLM for other land, CDFG responds that

if the Department owns the parcels at the start of project construction, mitigation for impacts to WISland

would be required. If the parcels are transferred to BLM before the start of project construction,

compensation for impacts to the land would be negotiated between the BLM and the Project Applicant.

A.1-17 Please see revisions to Table B-2. Figure B.2-3B has been added to the Find ERS to

illustrate the double circuit, 230 kV H-frame structure.

A.1-18 The suggested comment was not inserted, since the referenced paragraph does not contain

seven sentencm.

A.1-19 The noted revision has been incorporated into the Find EWS.

A.1-20 As discussed in Section B.3.4.5 of the Fiti ERS, the main advantage of relocating the

majority of the Proposed Project alignment within or adjacent to the proposed Tuscarora Natural Gas

Pipeline Project right:of-way wotid be the ~tion of impacts relating to construction activities;

however, the visual impacts wotid be significantly intensified since if the Proposed Project shared the

Tuscarora Pipeline alignment for its entire length, the transmission line would parallel U.S. 395 for

approximately 75 continuous miles. The intensification of visual impacts was a primary reason this

dtemative was eliminated from further consideration.

A.1-21 Plme see revisiom to Table C.3-2 in the Find ENS. The representative wildlife

species and habitats shown in the table were chosen based on field observations and on CDFG’S

Cal~omia’s Wldl~e publication (Zeiner, et d, 1990). Nso see respome to comment A. 1-29 regarding

the western yellow-billed cuckoo.

A.1-22 See revised Table C.3-2 in the Find ERS.

A.1-23 As statd in the ENS, other plant taxa were addressed as special status species “if they

have been recently identified in California or appear to be higtiy restricted in their range or abundance.”

Due to the lack of previous studies in the project vicinity, the actual abundance or rarity of some CNPS

List 3 and 4 species was not well documented. Other specia were included if they were recent additions

to the California flora. Rare plant survey guidelines adopted by the California Department of Fish and

Gme and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) recommend that “botanical surveys that are

conducted to determine the environment effects of a proposed development should be directed to all

rare, threatened, md endangered plants and rare plmt communities” (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994). CNPS

recommends that List 3 and 4 plants “be evaluated for consideration during preparation of environmental
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documents relating to CEQA” because some of these plants may meet the definition of a rare plant as

described in Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines, Section 1901 (Chapter 10) of the Native Plant

Protection Act, or Sees. 2062 and 2067 of the California Endangered Species Act (Skinner md Pavlik,

1994).

A.1-24 More than 80 special status plant species are hewn from the general vicinity of the

project area. Twenty special status plant species were found within the project study area for the

proposed 165-rnile transmission line. Thirteen of the twenty special status plant species observed in the

project study area satisfy the de~tion of a rare, threatened, or endangered species as defined by Section

15380 of the CEQA Guidelines, Section 1901 (Chapter 10) of the Native Plant Protection Act, or Sees.

2062 and 2067 of the California Endangered Species Act. More than 140 populations of special status

plants were documented in the study area. These numbers may or may not be comparable to other

projects of similar length in California but it wotid be incorrect to state that there are “very few special

status species” present. The project vicinity is relatively undeveloped but contains a number of habitats

unique to the region and unique to California and Nevada.

A.1-25 Table C.3-3 reflects the most recent recommendations of CNPS made subsequent to the

Fifi Edition of the CNPS kventory of Rare and Endangered Vascdar Plants (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994)

and is correct (Lis, 1995). Table C.3-3 was developed based on data from Gary Schoolcraft who is a

BLM botanist for the Susanville District, Richard Lis who is a CDFG botanist with Region I, Glenn

Clifton who is a botanist with the Tuscarora Project, and James Morefield who is a botanist with the

Nevada Natural Heritage Program.

The following species were listed in Table C.3-3 because existing information indicated that they satisfied

the criteria for rare, tieatened, or endangered species as expressed in Section 15380 of the CEQA

Guidelines:
.

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Alisma gramineum
AstragalW agrestis (nowtreatedas CNPS List 2)
ktragalus lentiginosusvar. chartaceus(syn:A. 1.var.ptityphyllidiu) (nowtreatedas CNPSList
2)
Atripla gardnerivar.falcata (now treated as CNPS List 2)
Cara atheroda
Cleomelh hillmanii (now treated as CNPS List 2)
Downingia laeta
Eriogonumcollinum (now treated as CNPS List 4, t=on w= omitted accidentallyfrom Jepson
Manual)
bmanum foenimbceum var. macdougalii (nowtreatedas CNPS List 2)
Lupinm uncialis (now treated as CNPS List 2)
Pemtemon neotenm
Polygonumpolygaloides
Psoralidiumticeoktum (now treated as CNPS List 2)
Spheralcea grossulariifolia
Stanleyatindi~ora (nowtreatedas CNPS List 2)
~elypodium tm.ll@omm(now treatedasCNPS List 4)
Triteleiagrandiflorassp. howellii
Tripterocalyxcw-maltae (now treated as CNPS List IB).
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Current CNPS List status is included in parenthmes (Lis, 1995).

Issues regarding the inclusion of CNPS List 3 and 4 species are addressed in the response to comment

A. 1-23. The following species purported to be List 3 or 4 in the comment are now treated as CNPS List

lB or List 2:

● Antennana~gelhris (CNPS List 2)
● Scutelbria holmgreniomm (CNPS List lB).

The status of the following species are correct in Table C.3-3 based on changes made since the publishing

of the Fifth Edition of the CNPS hventory @is, 1995):

● Amica sororia is now treated m a CNPS List 4 species
● Astragalusputi~erae is now treated as a CNPS List 4 species
● lvesia baileyivar. baileyi is correctiy listed as a CNPS List 2 species
● Mimuluspygmaeus is now treated as a CNPS List 4 specia.

Table C.3-3 in the Fti EMS has been corrected to show that O~aes nevtiensis is on CNPS List lB

species. This table has been retied in Section C.3 because it is critid to the description of the project

setting.

A.1-26 The text has been changed in the Fti ERS as suggested.

A.1-27 Suggested changes have been reviewed and Table C.34 has been revised accordingly in

the Fired ERS. ~

A.1-28 The referenced sentence has been corrected. hpact 13. in Section C.3.2.2.3
acknowledges this benefit to raptors. However, the benefit is offset by the significant adverse impacts

to prey species such as sage grouse, greater sandhill cranes, and pygmy rabbits.

A.1-29 Please note that the western yellow-bflled cuckoo was included in the USNS list of

species to be included in the EWS. Therefore, although there are no existing records of tils species

occurring in the project area, the species must be addressed ~ the document to comply with NEPA.

A.1-30 The following sentence has been deleted from Section C.3. 1.3 of the Find EIWS: “The

Corps’ regulatory program has interpreted Section 404 to include dl adverse impacts to waters of the

United States.”

A.1-31 The text describ~ the acreage conditions for nationwide permit (m) 26 which applies

to discharges of fdl into isolated waters and headwaiters, which includes most of the wetlands found in

the project area. Other nationwide permits that are applicable to this project include m’s 18,25, and

33. The text of the Fired EWS has been revised to address the additioti ~’s that are possibly

applicable to the Proposed Project.
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~ 18 applies to minor discharges of less than 25 cubic yards and requires submission of a delineation

and notification of the Corps in advance of the activi~. ~ 25 applies to discharges of concrete and

rock placed into forms used for trmmission line footings and does not have an acreage limit or

maximum discharge volume. ~ 33 applies to temporary structures and fll necessary for construction

activities provided that any associated permanent facilities have already been authorized by a Corps

permit. ~ 12 does not apply to this project since it applies ody to utilities placed underground such

as gas pipelines or underground electrical lines.

A.1-32 The referenced section hm been clarified. Please refer to response to comment PA.23-71

and the corresponding revisions to the Find EWS.

A.I-33 See respome to comment A. 1-32.

A.1-34 See rwponse to comment A. 1-32.

A.1-35 Please see revisions to Table C.3-8.

A.1-36 Each of the ten species listed were observed and documented in the project study area

during field surveys in 1994. However, the Proposed Project design as described in Part B of the FM

ERS would not affect the known populations of these species. Please dso refer to the raponse to

comment PA.23- 73..

A.1-37 Please refer to rmponse to comment PA.23-73.

A.1-3S Table C.3-9 merely shows the vegetation rmources that cotid potentially be impacted by

the Proposed Project. Each of these resources was evaluated for significance in Section C.3.2.2.2. Table

C.3-10 has b~en revised to summarize significant vegetation impacts. Juniper woodland and big

sagebrush scrub, along with some of the special status plants, have been removed horn this table since

impacts to three resources were classified adverse, but not significant (Class ~.

A.1-39 The text has been changed as suggested.

A.140 See rmponse to comment PA.23-71.

The text has been chmged in the Fti EWS to allow a

recommended. A 50-year recovery period provides incentive

more reasonable recovery period as

for onsite rmtoration by raising the

threshold used to categorize temporary versus permanent impacts. This do= not change the area of

permanent and temporary impacts documented in the ERS because permanent impacts were ofly

identified for impacts caused by permanent facdities such as substations, structure footings,

communications facilities, and new permanent access roads.
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A.141 Specifics of how compensation moneys are distributed and used are outside of the scope

of the ERS and shall be subject to negotiation between the Applicant and the agencies (i.e., BLM,

CPUC, CDFG, USFWS, and other responsible agencies).

For impacts to special status wildlife species which occur on federdly held lands and managed for the

people of the U.S., mitigation shall be developed with the appropriate management agency, i.e., BLM.

A.142 Please refer to Section C.3.2.2.1. The 50-year period of compensation is an essential

component of the compensation formula which reducm the total area of compensation proportional to the

number of years the compensation is provided. Therefore, if offsite compensation is provided for ody

one year the area will be 50 times greater than if the compensation is provided for 50 years. One way

to look at the formula is:
.

“Ac = (Ai x ~ x &i/Tc)

where Ac is the acres of compensation, Ai is the acres of impact, Y is the habitat yield ratio, Pi is the

duration of impact, and Tc is the duration of compensation. h this arrangement of the formula it is more,

evident that @I/Tc) is the ratio of the duration of the impact relative to the period of compensation. In

most cases it was assumed that the duration of impact was rougMy 15 years based on the average

estimated recovery period for vegetation in the region. The period of compensation is based on the

premise that the habitat vrdue return on the acquired lands dtishes with time. The period of

compensation was set at 50 years for the Proposed Project based on the estimated point at which most

of the potential re~m on habitat value from the offsite compensation would be exhausted. This 50-year

marker is a function of the period of time required for most impacts to plant communities and special

status species habitats to fully recover and the threshold after which the enhanced value of the acquired

parcels would cease to increase significantly.

A.143 - Comment noted. The article by Wendy Brown @rown et al., 1993) was submitted to

the Wildlife Society in late 1993. It is still awaiting publication.

A.14 The referenced paragraph has been removed as suggested. However, please note that

“collision” as used in this EWS and in most collision smdies implies bird fatality as a result of the

collision.

A.145 This sentence has been revised in the Fti ENS.

A.146 This sentence has been deleted in the Find ERS.

F@ EMS, Novmber U95 H-178

A.147 A 10-year growth envelope for western juniper (Jun@em occidentals) is approximately

3 feet in the project area and the species typidly does not exceed 30 feet tdl (Simonson, 1994). A 10-

year growth envelope for yellow pine (Pinm j~qo is approximately 4 feet in the project area and

typically does not exceed 50 feet (Sirnonson 1994). A 10-year growth envelope for white fir (Abies
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concolor) is approximately 5 feet in the project area and the species typidly does not exceed 70 feet tdl

(Simomon 1994).

A.14 The Applicant’s incentive to minimize impacts lies in the potential to reduce the amount

of compensation required upon the completion of construction. It is not necessary to quantify the basal

area of the impact (dbh) since compemation will be dctiated based on the area of impact. Trees that

will be removed to accommodate the l@year growth envelope will generally be greater than 4 inches dbh

and clearing would not be random so the value of a &inch dbh criteria is not recognized.

A.149 Low sagebrush scrub in the project study area is one of the least degraded plant

communities. ~Is plant community is associated with at least two special status plants, Henderson’s

lomatium (bmatium hetiersonio and some populations of Holmgren’s s~lcap (Scutellatia

holmgreniowm), and is important summer foraging habitat for pronghom antelope and other wildlife

species. The magnitude of impacts to this plant community relative to its distribution in the region and

its potential sensitivity are the basis of the finding of signifimce.

A.1-50 Comment noted. men the word “wfil” is used in this section to dwcribe project

impacts, no inference is being made as to absolute magnitude of impacts. Ml acreage vdu~ given in

the Find EMS shotid be considered rough estimates ody. Actual values wotid be determined during

the preconstruction surveys, and wotid be addressed in the Find Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance,

and Reporting Plan (in preparation) to be approved by the respomible agenci=.

A.1-51 Sagebrus~itterbrush plant communities are relatively uncommon in the project study

area, but are locally common near the southern margins of Honey L&e Valley and in Long Valley. ~Is

plant community is irnpout winter forage habitat for pronghom antelope and retie deer. hpacts to

sagebrus~itterbrush are considered significant due to its value as winter forage for wildlife, the

difficulties in ~estoring this community, and the relative magnitude of the potential impacts.

A.1-52 Please refer to the r~ponse to comment A. 1-38.

A.1-53 Chenopod scrub in northern California is limited to the Lassen and Modoc counties. .

hpacts to tils plant community are considered significant basal on the magnitude of the potential impacts

and the uniqueness of tils plant community in the region.

A.1-54 The Find ENS includes discussions of silver sagebrush scrub and lance-leaved scurf-pea

(Psoralidium lanceolamm).

As stated in the response to comment PA.23-79, the affected acreage values were cdctiated by overlaying

Proposed Project design components on field maps of the plant communities and special status plant

populations. The Applicant provided estimates of the number of structures and distance of overland travel

that would occur in areas with sensitive biologid resourcw. An example of the data used to dculate

impacts to special status plants is provided in Table E-3 of Appendix E. 1.
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Approximately 8.52 acr= of habitat supporting timatium hendersonii will be fipacted by the project

during construction. Most of this impact wotid be caused by disturbance at structure locations.

A.1-55 Please refer to the revised Mitigation Measures B-3 and B-5 in the Find EMS.

The offsite compensation required for permanent loss of plant community habitat due to substations,

communications facilities, and structure footkgs is 65.49 acres (Table C.3-10 in the Draft ENS).

However, an additioti area of 83.51 acres would be reqired for losses due to permanent new access

roads. The 149 acres cited in the comment is the total area of offsite compensation for permanent loss

of plant community habimt computed by taking the sum of 65.49 acres and 83.51 acres listed in columns

7 and 9 of Table C.3-10. No discrepancy between text and table exists.

However, juniper woodland, big sagebrush scrub, and four special status plants are not considered

significantly impacted vegetation resources requiring offsite compensation. Table C.3-10 and the

corresponding text have been revisal accordingly in the Fti ERS (as Table C.3-1 1). (Note: The

Find EIWS dso contains a more refined delineation of plant communities impacted by the Proposed

Project; Table C.3-11 includes thtie plant communities.)

A.1-56 The text has been changed as suggested.

A.1-57 Table C.3-11 has been changed to remove offsite compensation for Cusic&s stickseed

(Hackelia cwicti~, Wven’s Iornatium (hmatium raveni~, Pine Creek evening primrose (Camissonia

boothii var. alyssoides), and Nelson’s evening primrose (timissonia minor) since impacts to these CNPS

List 4 species are not considered to be significant according to the CEQA Guidelines. The corresponding

values for offsite compensation in Mitigation Measures B-3 and B-5 have been changed.

A.1-58 - The Federd status of Hohngren’s skullcap (Swtellaria holmgrenionm) is related to the

taxonomic revision of this taxon published in the Jepson Manual @ickman, 1993). The Jepson Manual

placed Hohgren’s skullcap with a ubiquitous taxon: Scufellaria nana. This taxonomic change was not

embraced by CNPS and recent field work has led to a reconsideration of the speciw’ status. Holmgren’s

skullcap is currently being treatd as a CNPS List lB species by CDFG and CNPS (LIs, 1995). A

finding of significance for impacts to this species is warranted based on its restricted distribution, specific

habitat requirements, -own sensitivity to disturbance, and the potential magnitude of the project’s

impacts.

A.1-59 See response to comment A. 1-57 and the text for lance-leaved scurf-pea

Find EIWS.

added to the

A.1-60 The text refers to the toti offsite compensation area required for overland travel impacts

(Column 8). Column 4 of Table C.3-10, which the comrnenter is referring to, shows the acres of onsite

impact. The acres of impact for individud plant communities, presented on the previous page of the

Draft ERS, are merely rounded values of the numbers given in Table C.3-10. However, please see

revisions to the table (Table C.3-11) and text in the Find ENS.
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A.1+1 See response to comment A. 1-57 and the revised text for bpact 4 in the Fti EMS.

Doublet @imeresiahowelii) and lance-leaved scurf-pea (Psoralidim ZanceolaWm)remain as special status

species significantly impacted by overland travel disturbance.

A.1-62 The 4 acres given in the Draft EWS text was in reference to the total shown in column

8 of Table C.3-10, not the toti in column 4 as suggested by the comment. However, the amount of

compensation has been changed to reflect the revision of Table C.3-10 in response to comment A. 1-57.

Please note that this amount refers to column 8 of Table C.3-10 which shows compensation totals, not

to column 4 which shows acreage impacted.

ENS.

A.1-63 See revised Table C.3-11

information providd by the Applicant.

The revised table is presented as Table C.3-11 in the Find

in the Finrd ENS, updated based on the most recent

A.1-64 The sentence has been deleted from Mitigation Measure B-6.

A.145 The Applicant will not be responsible for controlling existing noxious weed populations.

Mitigation Measure B-8 requires the Applicant to prevent the dispersd of non-native weeds beyond their

existing distribution in the project ar=. ktroduction of non-mtive species is a significant impact under

CEQA as statd in Appendix I of the CEQA Guidelines.

A.1-66 It is tiikely that during repeat overland travel trips that each vehicle will proceed in the

exact two-track path each time. A number of paths within a 15-foot wide corridor is more likely.

However, dl areas will be resurveyed after construction has concluded to ass=s actual impacts.

Mitigation Measure B-3 and B-5 have been revised to include post-construction surveys of areas of

impact. “

A.147 Table C.3-6a has been added in the Find EMS to include a summary of the big game

habitats present in each segment. h addition, Table C.3-13a has been included which shows summary

totals of impacts to these habitats due to loss of habitat from structure locations (temporary and

permanent), overland travel, and permanent access roads. Please refer to these tables. .

The column in Table C.3-13 labeled ‘Tndirecthpacts” includes habitats or resources which occur within

the buffer distances established to protect special stitus species from indirect impacts. For example,

raptor nests such as golden wgle nests which are kn~wn to occur withii 0.5 mile of the proposed right-

of-way are shown in this column. The buffer zone of 0.5 mile was established through coordination with

CDFG biologists. Buffer zones which apply to the species which occur in the project area are shown in

Table C.3-14.

Distributions of wildlife species were determined based on range maps avaflable through the BLM and

the California Department of Fish and Game. h some instances distribution maps were obtained from

district biologists. h addition, field observations were documented and used to verify and augment the
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distribution maps whenever possible. Habitat qtiity was considered and evaluated in the field. In some

locations the Proposed Project area includes areas where habitat is degraded and the dominant cover is

composed of non-native plant species. Calculation of offsite mitigation includes consideration of existing

habitat quality and the quality of habitat to be squired; habitat of equal or better quality will be squired

to compensate for loss of or disturbance to habitat as a r~ult of the Proposed Project.

Acreage crdculations shown in Table C.3-13 were established based on the various construction activities

anticipated including blading, structure constmction, and overland travel associated with both gaining

access to the project area and line stringing. Mso, the footnotes which follow the table indicate the types

of activities considered in each impact category.

A.148 Mitigation for mde deer habitat as described in this section are intended to compensate

for damage to habitat incurred during the construction period which wfil remain in evidence for a period

of time until the area recovers from the disturbance. For example, although the deer will not be present

in the winter range during the construction period, impacts to their habitat due to overland travel will be

apparent during the winter period when the deer are in fact using the habitat.

A.149 Table C.3-12 has been revised in the FM EMS (as Table C.3-13) and corresponding

text has been revised accordingly, if necessary.

A.1-70 bpacts described here would preclude use of the habitat during the kdding period. Until

that habitat is available to the pronghom for use in its pre-comtruction condition, mitigation is required.

Please note that WISis a condition applied by the CDFG. See dso response to comment A. 1-68.

A.1-71 See response to comment A.1-69.

A.1-72 “ See response to comment A. 1-69.

A.1-73 Comment noted. Mitigation Measure B-14 in the Find EWS incorporates the comment’s

suggestion.

A.1-74 See response to comment A. 1-69. Regarding seasoti use of habitat by sage grouse, even

if construction is timed to avoid the grouse habitat during breediig or brood rearing, loss of this habitat

type for later use as forage or cover is still considered a significant impact according to Section 15065

and Appendices G and H of the CEQA Guidelines.

A.1-75 The temporary loss of vegetation due to overland travel in big game winter, Molding, and

migration habitats is considered a significant impact in the Find ENS because of the depleted nature of

big game forage in these seasoti use areas. The winter, tidding, and migration periods are specific

seasoml aspects of big game.ecology during which access to forage is critical. h addition, these habitat

types are specific and occur in limited quantities during critical life stages. Therefore, loss. of these

habitats is considered a significant impact.
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A.1-76 Comment noted. Unoccupied nest sites wotid not require buffer zones. Preconstruction

surveys (discussd in Mitigation Measures B-14) will be conducted to identi~ current-year occupied nests

and to establish buffer zones.

A.1-77 See response to comment A. 1-69.

A.1-78 The equation presented addresses otiy the impacts to this species. Benefits to the

Swainson’s hawk as a restit of the Proposed Project will include addition of perches and nesting

structures in areas which currently do not support trees. Within the proposed transmission line ROW this

includes portions of Segments Q, P, O, L, K, J, and E. But while there are some benefits in providing

additioti perch= in an otherwise open habitat, these benefits are not significant in the context of the

overall project.

A.1-79 See response to comment A. 1-73.

A.1*0 Attendance at leks is determined by environment factors such as temperature and day

length. Sage grouse have been observed at Iek locations witiln the project area as late as May 21 @all,

1994.)

A.1-S1 The restriction on overland travel in pygmy rabbit habitat has been removed based on

conversations with CDFG biologists and Bob Williams. Jn addition Mitigation Measure B-12 has been

modified. Use of existing roads wfil occur whenever possible. Focused surveys to identi~ den

complexes within 300 feet of construction areas wtil be required.

A.1-S2 The slower the vehicle speed, the more likely sensitive species in the vehicle’s path will

be seen and the l~s likely they wodd be hit. h many areas, vehiclw will not be able to travel much

faster due to 6xisting road conditions. Therefore, a 15 MPH speed limit on unpaved access roads and

off-road areas will be enforcd, except in areas where fugitive dust condhions or sensitive wildife

(identified by biologid monitors) are present. h sensitive wildlife areas and in areas where fugitive dust

conditions are identified (dust hinders visibility, making wfiaife more difficult to see and avoid), the

speed limit will be 10 MPH.

A.1-S3 The text has been changed as suggested.

A.1-S4 . Comment noted. The text has been modified as suggested. See dso Appendix A. 1,

which includes an dysis of the access roads that will not be reclaimed.

A.1-S5 Comment noted. Perching deterrents occupy hazardous lo~tions at the substations

forcing birds to perch at locations where they are safe from electrocution. This method is more beneficial

than using wider clearances because raptors wodd not use the substations as perches and prey heavily

upon adjacent wildlife. In addition, by deterring raptors from using substation structures as perches, the

raptors are in effect motivated to perch at locations away from the potential dangers of substations and

transmission lines overall. Therefore, perch deterrents will be used at the substations.
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A.1-86 The referenced text has been deleted from the Find EWS.

A.1-87 The text has been changed accordingly.

A.1-88 Please refer to Appendix E. 1 for discussion of the offsite mitigation for greater sandhill

cranes. Even using the non-rounded numbers provided in the appendix, the acreage calculation comes

to approximately 348. However, f~ offsite compensation acreage requirements will be determined

based on actual impacts after construction.

A.1-89 Movement by sage grouse during the breediig period is based on habitat suitability. For

instance, if appropriate nesting habitat occurs adjacent to the sage grouse lek, hens may nest within close

proximity of the Iek location. However, if suitable nesting habitat occurs several miles away from the

Iek, hens are hewn to travel to these areas even if they area distance from the lek. The Final EMS

states that the grouse may nest up to 8 miles away from the lek. ~Is is based upon data collected by

Clait Braun in Colorado. However, conversations with biologists at the Elko office of Nevada Division

of Wildlife confirm the average nest is within 2 miles of the nearest Iek. Due to the fact that this

information was gathered in localities within the Proposed Project area, the information has been

incorporated in the Proposed ProjWt in the following manner:

Segments J, K, C, and ESVA would place transmission line structures in sage grouse habitat which

currently does not support trees. Within these segments perch guards would be required wherever the

transmission line occurs withii 4 miles of a lek lomtion. Segments E, M, N, and L occur in areas
where structures or trees are currently prtient, or where the line of sight is broken by topography. These

Segments wotid require perch guards where the transmission line wotid cross within 2 mil~ of a lek

location.

A.1-90 “ Unique geologic formations are unusti rocks, hills, and canyons of scenic beauty and

public interest such as the Red Rocks Scenic area. The suggested revision to Mitigation Measure G-1

does not appm to offer any significant benefits so the existing text will remain unchmged.

A.1-91 CEQA and NEPA require that impacts to rninerd resources be evaluated and mitigated.

As discussed in the ENS, an access road through a potential mineral depositor construction of a facility

that would prevent access to a mineral deposit would be.a significant impact. Mthough every reasonable

effort was made during the preparation of tie EMS to identi~ dl mineral resources, it is possible that

some small claims may be unrecogtied or may be ~ed prior to construction. State geologic agencies

such as CDMG and NBMG are the appropriate agencies to assist the Lead Agencies in ensuring that

NEPA md CEQA criteria are fulfilled.

A.1-92 There are several levels of emergency preparedness planning; Mitigation Measure G-10

is not referring to the general public aspects that wodd come under the auspices of FEMA or state

emergency agencies. The purpose of the mitigation measure is to ensure that the Applicant is aware of

and considers the ramifications of an ash fallout on the Proposed Project. Although exceedingly

infrequent, ash fdlouts are inevitable events that cannot be prevented. Such ash falls can become very
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dense and sticky if accompanied by precipitation or if they occur during the winter. Ash buildups on

power lines could impose loads that could destabilize power lines or cause arcing between power lin~

or transformers. It may not be safe or even physidly possible for repair personnel to drive during ash

falls. An ash fdl cotid occur during operation of the project. A major ash fdl cotid provoke a complex

series of events that could impact the Proposed Project in many ways, perhaps some of them totily

unforeseen. The mitigation measure is mmt to emure that the Applicant is aware of the various

potential problems so that plans m be made in advance. These are complex and aoteric issues that are

beyond the scope of an EMS and which can ordy be properly evaluated by engineers totally familiar with

power supply systems. Perhaps infoti conversations with the Applicant’s counterpart in the Pacific

Northw=t who experienced the Mount Saint Helem eruption-in 1980 would provide the needed

information.

A.1-93 Mhigation Maure G-12 has been revised in the Find EWS as suggested.

A.1-94 Mitigation Measure G-13 has been changed in the Fti EWS.

A.1-95 See responses to co&ents PA.21-13, PA.21-14, and PA.21-15. The California Energy

Commission has requated that the pdeontologic mitigation measures be considerably expanded to include

a full-scale pre-construction tiysis and construction monitoring by certifi@ paleontologists. These types

of plans have become relatively common for utfiity construction in California. Additio~ review of

published documents and discussion with paleontologists in response to their comments has indicated that

there may bean unappreciated potential for important vertebrate fossils. Based on our own experience

in the region and on our corridor reconnaissance, we do not feel that the probability of encountering

fossils is high enough to warrant a til-scde program like they suggmt, but the available data do indicate

the need for some degree of monitoring and this shall be developed in a Pdeontologic Data tiventory and

Sampling Plan.

A.1-96 The Mill site does comprise about 8 acres and, therefore, the text of the first sentence

in Section C.6.3.9. 1 will be modified by adding the number “8.”

A.1-97 Long Valley Creek, just north of the Border Town Substation at about ~ 150.5 to

150.8, is a montane meadow wetland, but not a perennial stream. Long Valley does not become a

perennial stream until farther north where it merges with runoff from Bdl Canyon near MP 140.

The comment about Ntemative Mignment WCFG not crossing Long Valley Creek is correct. Section

C.7.3.7 of the Fiti EWS has been revised accordingly.

A.1-98 The precise identification of springs and shallow aquifers is best done after structure

locations are more finrd and the ned for blasting better qumtified. It may turn out that very little

blasting is requird and thus the effort of identifying every spring would be tilvolous. Identification of

springs and wells at risk shall be part of the Blasting Plan required by Mitigation Measures G-8 and H-8;

that is the reason for including the requirement of consultation with qualified geologists and/or

hydrologists and water resourc~ agencies as part of the mitigation measure.
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A.1-99 Table C.7-2 has been changed as indicated in the Find EWS.

The exact crossing location is important as to whether structures wotid be within the floodplain. The

presently designated location of the corridor x shown on Map 26 of 33 is at a bend in the creek bed

which is why the spanning distance (1,400 feet) is greater than the average distance between structures

(1,200 feet). Moving the crossing location ordy a couple hundred feet decreases the width of floodplain

to ody 700-800 feet, and therefore the crossing could be made without a structure in the floodplain.

A.1-1OO The text has been changed in the Fti EWS as suggested,

A.1-101 Mitigation Measure H4 has been modified in the Find EWS.

A.1-102 Mitigation Measure H4 has been modified in the Find ERS.

A.1-103 The referenced text has been changed as suggested in the Find ENS.

A.1-104 The text h= been changed in the FM ENS as noted in the comment.

A.1-105 BLM provided the information on the unnamed mountain bike trail crossed by Segment

A. The fact that the mountain bike trail has not been officially designated by the BLM and does not have

a name does not diminish its recreation value or importance.

A.1-106 Text has been deleted in the Fti EMS m suggested.

A.1-107 Text has been changd in the Fid ENS as suggested.

A.1-108 - Text has been changed in the Fti ERS as suggested.

A.1-109 Text has been changed in the FM ERS as indicated in the cement.

A.1-11O See revised Table C.8-1 in the Fti ERS for changes in distances as indicated in the

comment. The comment on occupancy of the trailer is noted.

A.1-111 See revised Table C.8-1, Sensitive Land Uses.

A.1-112 The suggested correction has been made in the Find EMS.

A.1-113 There were many environment documents reviewed prior to, and during the course of,

preparing this EIWS by both the ER consultants and agency stafi the list is too exhaustive to include

in the references section.

A.1-114 Significance criteria do not nec~sarily have to be listed in CEQA in order to be used in

environmental impact tiysis. Significance criteria can be obtained from a variety of sources, including:
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CEQA, wtablished significance criteria of governmental agencies, significance criteria established by the

public during scoping meetings, formal and informal policies of governmental agencies, hewn impact

thresholds and those identified in government regulations, and experience of impact analysts. The land

use significance criteria used for this ENS are based on substantial effects on the environment as

determined by the professional judgement of the ER consultants and agency staff. The comment

regarding professioti standards provides no basis for its assertions.

A.1-115 Mitigation Measure L-3 was developed specifically to address impacts to

recreation areas. Mitigation Measures T-1 and T-2 are general measures that address impacts

users of

to traffic

flow and safety of the traveling public.

A.1-116 The referenced text has been revised in the Fbd ERS.

As the route for the Proposed Project has not yet been selected and codd vary from the proposed and

alternative routes, the Project Applicant cannot be certain whether fence sections would need to be

removed to acc=s construction areas. If removing sections of fencing wfll not be necessary to construct

the Proposed Project across grming allotments, then the Applicant would not be required to implement

Mitigation Measure L-6.

A.1-117 As noted in the ERS (Section C.8.2.2. 1), impacts on grning are significant due to

cotiicts (i.e., disturbances) with the mtablished use of land for gr=ing. One of the agricultural

significance criteria is “cotiict with the established agrictiturd use of an area”. References to the

impairment of the productivity of grwing land as the basis for impact significance has been deleted horn

the Fiti ENS.

The discussion of gr=ing impacts is appropriate for this project and is based on professional experience

as well as cofiultation with agency experts. BLM staff have reviewed this mitigation measure and have

not indicated in their review comments that the measure is unwarranted. Mitigation Measure L-5 has

been revised accordingly.

Mitigation Measure L-7 has been revised in the Fti ERS (now numbered L-8b) and Mitigation ~

Measure L-8a has been added regarding a reimbursement stipulation in the Applicant’s easement

agreements with the farmers.

A.1-118 See response to comment A.1-116.

A.1-119 The referenced mitigation measure C-5 in the Find ERS) was developed to reduce the

significant loss of use of gr=ing land by gr=ing animals discussed in the first paragraph under

“Construction hpacts on Gr=ing” in Section C.8.2.2. 1.

A.1-120 See response to comment A. 1-116.
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A.1-121 Please see revisions to Table C.3-10 in the Find ERS. The representative wildlife

species and habitits shown in the table were chosen based on field observation and on the California

Department of Fish and Game sponsored Cal#omia Statwide Wldl~e Habitat Relatiomhips System

Volume I [amphibians], Volume II @irds], and Volume ZZZ[rnammds] (Zeiner, Laudenslayer, Mayer and

Whhe, 1988).

A.1-U2 See response tocormnentA.1-117.

A.1-123 The significant degradation of the quality of the recreational experience of users of

recreation areas described in Section C.8.2.2.2 of the Find ERS would not result solely from the degree

of visual contrast of the Proposed Project. More irnportandy, it would result from the fact that the mere

presence of modem utility s~mctures would have psychological effects on recreational users that would

significantly affect their enjoyment of the natural, scenic, and historic resources of these areas. It is noted

that the visual resources analysis is based on adapted BLM Visual Resource Management assessment

criteria; the land use adysis considers other factors that contribute to an aggregate impact on land uses.

A.1-lM See r=ponse to comment A. 1-123. The significance of degradation of the quality of the

experience of recreation users in the area of the ~efi Caverns Batieground Memorial Monument

identified in Section C. 8.2.2.2 wotid not result solely from the degree of visual contrast of the Proposed

Project. It would dso result from the fact that the Meti Caverns Battleground Memorial Monument

is a significant cultural resource, and the presence of any modem structures of Wls type would

significantly change the historical setting and experience of visitors to tis area. Furthermore, the

~emd Caverns Battleground encompasses more than the battleground site, and includes the larger area

of the soldiers’ graves and kdian rock rings and hunting blinds; and Key Observation Point ~OP) 6 is

ordy one location in the area of the tiered Caverns Battleground from which the Proposed Project would

be visible.

A.1-125 See raponse to comment A. 1-5.

A.1-126 See Sections C.8.2.2. 1 and C.8.2.2.2, under “Recreatioti Uses, ” of the Find ERS for

the revisal analysis of project construction impacts and operations impacts, respectively, on the Fort Sage

OHV Area.

A.1-127 The text has been changed in the Find EWS as suggested.

A.1-128 With regard to the question of how the Proposed Project would limit the ability of CDFG

to carry-out its mission for managing the public trust values of WCAS, CDFG explains that the Proposed

Project would degrade the Department’s ability to carry out specific activities that are normal and

expected in a WCA. CDFG gives the following activiti~ as examples: acrid patrol by warden pilots,

acrid wildlife counts, placement of wfidlife management structur~, and placement of facilities for public

use and enjoyment of the land and its wildlife (e.g., interpretive displays, wildlife viewing platforms, and

parking lots). CDFG further explains that the visurd degradation of the land as a result of the presence
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of the transmission line facilities wodd cotiict with the intended public use of viewing wildlife in a

natural setting.

See response to comment A. 1-16 regarding the need for mitigation for impacts to the Doyle WCA

considering the future land exchange with BLM.

To address the comment regarding justification for the one-half mile wide corridor impact, CDFG

provides the following explanation 1) this figure represents a substantial visual impact zone of one-

quarter mile in both directions from a transmission facility; 2) this zone of impact was developed by Mr.

Steven Siegel of Sierra Pacific Power Company during a field trip with Mr. Jim Nelson and Mr. Bob

Williams of CDFG near the City of Tracy power plant; 3) during the field trip, the group concurred that

the impact of the Proposal Project wotid be greater than one-half mile wide, and that the one-half mile

wide corridor impact wotid be a conservative figure for dcdating the impacts to public trust lands due

to placement of the Proposed Project facilities.

A.1-129 See rwponse to comment A.1-16.

A.1-130 Yes, the text regarding impacts on

PA.7-16.

grazing was misplaced. See response to comment

A.1-131 The text has been revised as indicated in the Fti ENS.

A.1-132 The referencd text has been revised in the Fti EMS.

A.1-133 Text has been corrected in the FM ENS.

A.1-134 “ Text has been correctti in the Fid EWS.

A.1-135 Enforceable .~=, re@ations, and ordmces are not project mitigation measures, since

impact amdysis must always tie them into account. A rnax~ and uniform period (7 a.m. to 7 p.m.)

for allowed construction was proposed to place a meaning~ upper limit on the magnitude of impact

across various jurisdictions having differing lod standards. This dso resdts in a consistent tiysis of

the significance of residud impact after application of mitigation measures. The subject period is encoded

in state and federd regulations through the CNEL metric (Community Noise Equivalent Level) which

recognizes that noise impact significantly increases when noise is produced before 7 a.m. or after 7 p.m.

Mitigation Measure N-1, therefore, has a force comparable to that of local noise ordinances.

A.1-136 Mitigation Measure N-3 provides clarification as to the treatment of project generated

noise. The text has been changed in the Fti ERS to advise that Mitigation Measures L-1 and N-3 can

be combined when developing the Mitigation Monitoring Program.

A.1-137 through A.1-161 The text changw cited in these comments have been incorporated into the

Find EWS, with one exception. The Southern California Edison study was not included since it was
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not able to be obtained and reviewed for this publication. However, numerous other studies have been

presented which demonstrate the broad range of results.

A.1-162 The sources for the daily traffic volume data on Table C. 12-1 were staff at each of the

affected public agencies; i.e., County Public Works Departments, City Public Works Departments, Reno

Regioti Transportation Commission, and Cdtrans. Contact persons are listed in Appendix A of the

ERS.

A.1-163 Wthough the last two bullet items defining significant impact criteria both relate to

aviation impacts, they are described separately to provide clarity to the reader, because the first definition

relates to general height restrictions, while the second relates to restrictions near airportsheliports. A

single, brief defition would be adequate for a knowledgeable reader who is astute relative to FAA

regulations, but it is the author’s opinion that the additiond detail is needed to properly inform the reader

of the FAA criteria.

A.1-164 The reference to ped~tritiicycle routes includes shoulders, hiking trails, forest access

routes, etc., not just paved facilities with signs and markings. The project would, therefore, affect some

pedestrian routes and mitigation would be applicable, if required by the affected jurisdiction.

A.1-165 Pickup trucks wotid be acceptable vehicles for transporting the work crews from the

staging areas to the work site and are included within the term “crew truck. ”

A.1-166 Although it is urdikely that the construction activities would displace any existing parking

areas, it is possible that unforeseen circumstances may require the temporary use of a parking lot or a

shoulder ara that is used for parking by adjacent properties. If these circumstances develop, it is
necessary that the parking impacts be mitigated. If these circumstances do not develop, then the
mitigation me&ure would not be implemented.

A.1-167 The suggested consolidation of the three aviation-related mitigation measures would likely

result in the same results/mitigation measures. The addhion@ detail shown in the EIWS is shown to

provide clarity and guidance to the Lead Agencies in interpreting the impacts. Ultimately, the FAA is

responsible for the implementation of any necessary mitigation measures, regardess of how the impacts

and mitigation are presented in the Drti ENS.

A.1-168 Comment noted. See dso second paragraph of response to comment PA.7-17 and third

paragraph of respome to comment PA. 16-11.

A.1-169 The text change has been made in the Fiti ENS as suggested.

A.1-170 The referenced text has been changed in the Find ERS.

A.1-171 The referenced text has been changed in the Find ERS.
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A.1-172 The referenced text has been changed in the Find ERS.

A.1-173 Comment noted.

A.1-174 The cumulative impact wodd result from the construction of two new transmission line

projects witiln the same field of view–the Mturas Project and the L~ htertie. A cumulative impact

could dso occur even if both new transmission lines are not within the same field of view, if viewers

perceive that the general visual quality experienced along Wendel Road is dtished by the proliferation

of visible structures (or constmction effects such as ground scars).

A.1-175 The photosimulation presented as Figure C. 13-3B assumes the maximum structure height

of 130 feet and approximately 1,200 foot spans between structures. At the time the photosimtiation was

prepared, precise structure lomtions were not hewn and so representative strucmre locations are depicted

in the photosimtiation. Wile stmcture lomtion will affect the degree of s~lining that will be perceived

from a given viewing point, s~lining will still occur. With regard to sde of the structures, it should

be noted that there is no intervening terrain between the depicted structures and KOP No. 3 on Hwy 299.

At distances ranging from approximately 2,300 feet to 4,500 feet from KOP No. 4, the structures, as

depictd in Figure C. 13-3B present a reasonable approximation of the Proposed Project.

A.1-176 KOP 4 was established in order to assws a “characteristic” visti impact while viewing

east on Hwy 299. Even if the route crosses further east than the location depicted in Figure C. 134B,

the structures will appear sdler, the same size as, or larger than, the stmcture depicted in Figure C.13-

4B depending on how close the motorist has approachd the highway crossing. The primary factor

affecting visibility will be the extent of screening provided by roadside juniper. h this context the

photosimulation provides a reasonable representation of a characteristic visual impact that would be

experienc~ by eastbound motorists on Hwy 299.

A.1-177 At the time that the photosimdation depicted in Figure C. 13-9B was prepared, project

route maps depicted the Proposal Route as close as 110 to 120 feet off of Hwy 395. Applicant personnel

firther indicated that the route was being pushed closer to Hwy 395 due to a realignment of the Tusmora

Pipeline Project. Following this direction, the transmission line, as depicted in Figure C. 13-9B, was

placed in close proximity to Hwy 395. k its current location, the base of the first structure is located

below the grade of Hwy 395 in.a shallow draw imrndiately adjacent and to the northeast of the highway.

If the centerline is now to be located further off horn Hwy 395, then the first structure in Figure C. 13-9B

would appear smaller as indicated by the commenter. However, the level of significance of the resulting

visual impact would not change.

A.1-178 The following methodology was used to prepare the photosimulations presented in the

ENS. The Proposed and Alternative Routes were flown by helicopter. Field surveys were then

conducted to photograph existing views from each Key Observation Point. Notes on the terrain, route

characteristics, perspective, distance, and angle of view were recorded. Polaroid photos were dso t~en

and Iocationd notes were recorded on the pol~oids. Helium balloons were tethered to structure heights

at representative structure locations and photographed. Existing structures of similar design and size were
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photographed at distances, angles, and perspectives similar to those of the planned photosirnulations to

aid in structure scaling and development of strucmre perspective. Scale and perspective mock-ups were

prepared and cross-checked against oveflight videos, topographic maps and photographs. Photographs

were scanned into a an Apple Power PC using a W UC1260 flatbed scanner. Then find simulations

were constructed using Adobe Photoshop 3.0.

A.1-179 Based on the independent review of the ERS Team utility engineer and as presented in

Table A-8, the subject alternative could technically improve reliability for customers west of Tracy.

However, the feasibtiity of the dtemative is subject to existing land use constraints.

A.1-180 See response to comment A. 1-179.

A.2 Sierra Pacific.Power Company (Amended Gtier) 1

A.2-1 Comment noted. See respomes to comments A. 1-75, A. 1-76, A. 1-77, and A. 1-78.
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